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A LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC,
DEMOGRAPHIC, AND FINANTIAL AID FACTORS ON RETENTION
FOR THE FRESHMAN CLASS OF 1974 AT
@HE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY °
(Publication No. )

sAdeniji A. Odutola, Ph.D
The Florida State Un%yersity, 1983

Major Professor: Maurice L. Litton, Ed. D.

The purpose of this study was to examine . the federal
financial aid recipients in 1974-75 freshman class at the

Florida State University, to determine if the factors of

type of federal financial aid package received; amount of
(money awarded, socio—economié status (family income),
ethnicity, age, sex, and academic ability were related to
retention. A population of 615 federal financial aid recip-
* ients was used. Data were collected from the students'
pgrménent records maintained by the Florida State Univer-
sity. Multiple regression analysis was the basic
statistical technique used to analyze collected data.

Basic correlations and descriptive statistics were also
presented.

The major findings of the study were: (1) high

school grade point average was significant in predicting
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persistence to graduation; (2) the undefgraduaté grade
point average was the most important academic variable
in predicting student retention; (3) recipients between
the ages of sixteen and twenty-two persisted to gradua-
tion at.a higher rate than glder students; (4) more
females persisted to graduation than males; (5) the
ethnicity of a student did not exhibit any sﬁatistical
significance in persistence to graduation; (6) students
ffom higher family income brackets graduated more fre-
Quently than students from lower income families; (7) thé
grant package was the most important financial aid type
in explaining studen% retention followed by the loan ,
plus grant package, while recipients of loan package, a;d‘
loan plus college work study program exhibit a higher
attrition rate than recipients of other financial aid
packages; (8) the findings of this research support

the conclusion that grant should be a major proportion

of any financial aid type if reteqtion is a major part

of the institution's policy; (9) the amount of aid awarded
was statistically related to retention; (10) the rate

of %etentioﬁ over a five academic year period was 38.54

percent.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Introductory Statement

> .
Student attrition and retention have long been famil-

iar themes in ihstitutions of higher education but during
the decade of the sixties and the early part of the
seventies, post-secondary educators were little concerned
with student retention. Lenning and others (1980) con-
tended that there were two reasons for this:

-The first wés‘that‘institutions had more students
than their faculty and faciiitieg:coﬁld handle.

-The second reason involved a philosspﬁical inter-
pretation of équal education opportunity and the
maintaining of academiq standards. Many felt that
they fulfilled their obligations for equal educa-
tional opportunity if students had easy access to
the institutions. There was also-an assumption
that academic standards would suffer if special
considerations were given to any particular group
of studenfs, and therefore all were judged by the
same criteria. As a result, it was not unusual
to have more than 50ipercent dropout before

graduation. (p.4)
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Iffert (1957), Summerskill (1962), and Eckland (1964)

contended that about one-third to one?half of all college

" students did not finish their education (Iwai and Churchill,

1979, p. 126). Sanford (1980) shéwed that thirty percent
of entering freshmen left tﬂéir original institution dur-
ing the first year, another twenty percent left during the
second year; and an additional ten pércent left dﬁring the
third year, resulting in a cumuiative attrition rate of
sixty percent over four years K (p. 26). Noel (1977) and
Campbell (1980) indicatéd that forty percent of all fresh-
men would not graduate. In a study conducted at the Cali-
fornia State University, Northridge (CSUN), the rate of
attrition over four years:was reported to be seve..cy percent
(Newlon and Gaither, 1986, pP. 238). 1In a 1973 speech,
Sidney P. Marland, United States Commissioner of Education,
affirmed that on a national basis, only thirty-three per-
cent of the students in higher education eventually gradu-
ate (Johansson and Rossman, 1973).' Cope (1978) estimated
th%t more than forty percent of undergraduate students in
the eighties would not earn degrees (Habley, 1981, p. 45).
It became apparent in the early part of the 1980s

that institutions of higher education must develop new

- Mmarketing strategies to attract new students because of

the decline in student enrollment. Noel (1977) indicated

that there would be a dramatic decline in high school

14
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graduates by 1985. "This past fall (1975); for the first
time in 24 years, we had a decline in college enrollment
throughout the ﬁ;tion" (p.'744). ' He ‘further Qgserted that
if higher eduégthmuwasgoing to con}iﬂhe to be a growth
industry, it must attract nechonstituents. Lenning and
others (1980), and Campbell (1980) predicted a decline in
enrollment of twenty-six percent by 1992. The Carnegie
Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education (lbbk)
affirmed that the most dramatic feature of theﬁnext twenty
years was the probability ofAenrollment decline aftef more
than three centuriés of steady increase (p. 32).

As student enrollment continues to decline, the cost
of higher ®ducation continues to increase. :Finn (1978)
postuléted that hiéher education was éxpensive, and if
student§ had to pay £ 1 cost, many would not be able to
attend i;;titutions of higher education. He further
indicatéd that colleges and universities spent an average
of $3,400'to teach each student in 1977-78; and a student's
non-institutional expenses (for room, board, transporta-—
tion, books and the like) averaged an additional $1,900
'to $2,300 without such persohal sacrifices as the income
a person foregoes when (s)he attends college rather than
holds a job (p. 45). The report of tne Carnegie Council
on Policy’Studies in Higher Education (1980) showed that

educational expenditures per-'student averaged about

~ N .
$2,500 in the 1$60s and increased slightly to over
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$3,000 in the 1970s (p. 319).

Newlon and Gaither (1980), and Howell and others
(1980) pinpointed that with a decline in student enroll-
ment projected“for the eighties, attrition and retention
are of necessity becoming more compelling concerns for
higher education. Demitroff (1974) summarized all the
aforementioned points when he said:

No longer is there an unending supply of new

students. No longer can budget.increases be

defended on the basis of increased enrollment.

No longer are we concerned with growth beyond

capacity, but rather with maintaining enroll-

ment to the capacity for which the institution

was built . (p. 554)

With a steady ingrg;;g_%n the cost of higher educa-
tion, more students will now apply for federal student
financial aid programs with the prospect of fewer funds.
Hook (1982) showed that the proposed cuts”range'from

about ten percent to more than fifty percent from one

program to another; and funds will not be provided for

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG),

'National Direct Student Loans (NDSL), and State Support

Incentive Grants (SSIG). The effects on student reten-

tion are not really known; however, there is a high

probability that current federal proposals will increase

.student attrition rates.

16
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Statement of tHe Problem
The purbose of this study was to.examine financial aid
recipients in the 1974 freshman class at The Florida State
Universiﬁy, to determine if the factors of type ofﬂfé&eial
financial &#id package feceived, amount of money éﬁarded,
soéio-economic status (family income), ethnicity (race),

age, sex, and academic ability were related to retention.

Significance of the Problem

With -the decline in student enrollment and steady
X

s
increase in éhe cost of higher education, attrition and -
retention are among the foremost current issues confront-
ing higher education today.

As early as 1958, the goals of the federal student
financial aid programs were reported by many writers to
ﬂe: access to higher .education, equal opportunity, insti-
tutional choice and persistence. Financial aid has been
very instrumental in bringing many students into higher
education; thus, the .intent of Congress that financial aid
should not be a barrier to any student who wants to avail
himself or herself of nicher education has been fulfilled
by careful implementation of the law.

A major purpose of this study, therefore, is to
ascertain the?effects of financial aid packages on student

retention. A study that examines student academic, demo-

graphic and financial aid factors in relation to retention

17




6 .
at Flcrida State Univérsity will help the financial aid
offi;e to know which financial aid'programs are signifi—‘
cantly related to persistence.

This study, therefore, is intended to answer questions
that researchers and educators have concerAing the
,relationships of academic ability, demographic and finan-
cial aid factors on student retention, .and to stimulate

further research. Results should“be generalizable to

other universities in Florida and indeed to any college

or university that services a similar clientele.




Organization of the Study

The introductory statement, statement of the problem,
and the 51gn1f1cance of the study are presented in
Chapter I. The review of related literature is presented
in Chapter II. Chapter III consists of the conceptual |
framework, assumptions, delimitatione, limitations,
hypotheses, and definition of terms. Chapter IV contains
the research methodology: population,variables, data
eollection and statistical énalyses. The presentation
and analyses'of data are discussed in Chapter V, while
the swymmary, conclusions, implications, and recommendations

for further study are presented in Chapter 1V. i

13
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CHAPTER II
% .
_REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
Student attrition in postsecondary education has

remained high for more than sixty years (Bean, 1979).

-Astin (1977) contended that only half of freshmen entrants

earn a baccalaureate degree‘within four years (p. 107).
The U.S. bepartment of Health, Education, and Welfare’
reported that Bnly fifteen percent.of the graduating high
school classes of 1972 recel&ea a college degree within
four years (Ramist,.l981, p. 7). Huber (1971) showed a

~

thirty percent graduation rate at a Southeastern uniﬁer—
sity; while " an gnalysis of eaéh freshman class from 1957
through 1967 resulted in only a fifteén percent graduation
rate in;four years. He.made his point clearly, when he
said that the president of a large university in the
Midwest, as part of a welcome speech to freshmen, said,
"Look at the person on your right and left. Four years
from now only one of you will still be here" (p. 20).

Cope (1968), iffert (1957), Marsh (1966), Panos and Astin

(1968), Summerskill (1962), and Trent and Ruyle (1965)

have shown attrition rates of twelve percent to eighty

8
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- pefcent from one institution to the other (Zaccaria and
.Creasar, 1971, p. 286).

The review of related literature will examine studies

o,
\"‘\

that have shown the effects of student demographic, aca-
demic, and financial aid factors on student attrition

and retention.

Student Demographic Factors

The demographic factors to be examined include: age, '
sex, ethnicity, and socio-economic background (family

income) .

Age

Eaton (1979) showed that age is associated with success

‘and failure in higher education not only in the United
States but also 'in the Unitéd Kingdom and Australia. 1In
Australia, several writers have compared the withdrawal
rates of older and younger students. According to Eaton
(1979), Childs (1974), Huggan (1977), Joseph (1977),
Leadbetter et al., (1979), Roger (1976), an5 VanHelden
(1975) found that older and younger students had similar
withdrawal rates, and in some cases olaer students had
slightly lower rates of withdrawal. Bowker et al. (1979),
. Mortimore and Bennett (1978), Sheldrake (1975), and Williams
and Ainsworth (1977) also showed that the older students

- are more likely to withdraw for non-academic reasons than
»

youngef students (Eaton, 1979, p. li).

3
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Astih (1975) indicated that age is relaﬁed to student
attrition. He affirmed that older students, especially
older women, are more }ik;ly to drop out than traditional
students.  His finding ®s consistent with Newman's (1965),
and Trent and Medsker's (1967), wﬂo reported a positive
relationship between age énd dropping out (Q. 44). Slark
(1978) found in her*study that over sixty percent of
those students under twenty years of age persisted.
~Zanoni (1980) also found that twenty-tﬂree year old stu-
dents and older had a higher dropout rate than younger . .
students (p. 19)

Edwards (1981) reported that dropouts were generally
younger than persisters. Campbell (1980) showed that
ninety-seven percent of dropouts were between the ages of
seventeen and nineteen (p.7).

Howell and others (1979), and Kohen and others (1976)
indicated that age is not significant in causing attrition.
Gfeen (1980) found.age to be negatively related to per-
sistence for students in regular academic péograms and
positively related for those in dévelopmental programs.
She contended that older students are more certain of
their goals and have a more positive image of the college.

Lenning, Sauer, and Beal (1980) contended that though age

is one of the major reasons students give for dropping

out, it is unrelated to the actual dropout rate (p. 18).
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Sex 2

Pedrini and Pedrini (1978) concluded that sex. was not
a viable distinguisher of non-persistere and persisters;
however, more research is needed to explain the relatron-
ship between sex and student retention (p. 237). 1In a
study~on the'characteristics of persieters and non-per- -
sisters at Old Dominion Unlver51ty, Howell®and others

t1979) found. tnat SexXx was not a primary varlable in
. f

determlnlng student retention or attrltlon, but becomes
more significant when ;ther variables are taken into con-
sideration (p. 1l6). B

Selby (1973) ‘found that only flfty-elght percent of
females persisted, while seventy-nlne percent of males per-
51sted. Slark (1978) found the rate of persistence for
females to be 50.9 percent and fifty—-eight percent for
males. Sanford (1980) reported 64.6 percent rate of per-
sistence for men and 63.6 for females (p. 26). Brabant and
Garbin (l97é) indicated that males demonstrated greater
persistence than females. They reported sixty-five percent
for males and 59.9 percent er’females (p. 30). Eaton
(1979) indicated that men tend to finish their degree more
often than women in North American universities. On the

otherlhand, more.women tend to be voluntary withdrawals

than men (p. 7). Overseas findings have indicated that

sex may be a significant intervening variable in student
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persiétence. Sheldrake (1976) reported a higher persis-
tenc; rate for men, while Watkins (1976) found the oppo-
site (Eaton, 1979, p. 1l4). Newlon and Gaither (%980) and
Zanoni (1980) contended that males in general revealed a
more positive persistence rate than females. .

On the other hand, many writers have found women to
have a higher persistence rate than men. Astin (1975)
indicated that women are more likely.than men to finish
their baccélaureate degree in four years (p. 12).
McDermott and Lichtenstein (1974) found that females at
Hofstra University had higher graduation (sixty-two per-
cent and fifty-eight percent) than males. They also
found that women with a grade point average of 2.00 or
better withdrew at a higher rate than men in the same
group; and men are more often dropped for poor scholarship.
The range of percentages for women dropped for poor
scholarship was eleven to eighteen percent, while the
range for men was twenty-seven to thirty percent (p. 5).
Stoner (1979) ‘and Thompson (1980) also found that females
tended to graduate earlier or on schedule more frequently

than men.

Ethnicity

Williams (1975) concluded that there is a significant
relationship between ethnicity and retention. Selby

(1973, 1970) found that no significant differences existed

24
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in the persistence pf Black and white students. Kohen and
others (1976, 1978) affirmed that race can not exhibit any
significant relationship on studént pérsiétence indepen-
dent of other variables. Astin (1973) indicated that
AJewish stuéents héve a hiéhér rate of persistence than non-
Jewish students. EHe further asserted éhat once‘blacks were
‘matched with white students in the same comparable academic
backgraund, £here were no differgn&es in their completion
rates; but this is not true for the Mexican American and
Puerto Rican students (p. 303).

Pedrini and Pedrini (1978) concluded that race was not
significant in student attritfon or persistence. They
found that Black men and Black women with below average
grades dropped out less frequently compared to whites of
comparable ability (p. 237). Astin (1977) indicated that
though the persistence rate for Blacks is lower than for
whites, Black women evidenced a higher persistence rate
than their white women contemporaries (p. 218). However,
Tsai and Perry (1975) observed that for the Black students,
being a woman increases college grades (p. 10).

In a study conducted at Michigan State University,
from Fall 1973 to Fall 1978, Rosenthal (1980) reported
that at the end of Summer 1979, w;ltes, American Indians

and other Hispanics had the highest completion rates;

Asians and Blacks constituted the middle group while the

Do
<
!
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Chicanos had the lowest completion rate (p. 1l). In a
comparative,study of students' survival rates by race
from 1973-76 at the University of South Carolina, Fidler
and Ponder’(l977) found_that Blaékrsurvival rates were
consecutively higher than white rates for each of the
th;ee years studied. Black survival.rates varied from
81.6 percent to eighty-four percent while whites' rates

varied from 74.l1 percent to 75.6 percent (p. 7).
Lenning, Sauer and Beal (1980) found that Spanish

speaking students drop out more frequently irrespective

of variables controlled. Asian and:Jewish students drop

out less frequentXy, while American Indians and Blacks
only appear to drop out more frequegtly when appropriate

variables were not controlled (p. 18).

Socioeconomic Background

Peng and Fetters (1977) concluded that §ocioécoromic
lével correlates with student ;etention because of its
effect on students' pre-college.environment (Lenning, Sauer, v
and Beal, 1980, p. 1). Astin (1975) showed that if’other
varigﬂles are ignored, family income has a direct rélation
to‘gropping out: (p. 35). Astink(l964i, in surveying 6,600
National Merit Scholars'of 1957, found that dropouts came
from lower sociogconomic background (Selby, 1973, p. 1).
Halstead (1974) indicated that proﬁortionately more high
. school graduates with the lowest aptitude are from lower

income families, and more of those with highest aptitude
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are from families with high income (p. 175). Furthermore,
Le showed that there is only a twenty-five percent prob-
ability that.a student from the former group will enter
college and an eighty-six percent probability for the
latter group (p. 177). He concluded that "socioeconomic
factors have a negative effect on college attendance”

(p. 178)

in a study at Purdue University, Notestine (1969)

to whether a student persists or not. In a comparative
study of academic achievement and retention rates of Black
!

H

found that the socioceconomic level of the home is germane
,
‘. students in two predominantly white institutions, Turner

(1977) found that socioeconomic status influenced academic

achievemént and retention rates of Black students at both

San JoseAState and Stanford University. On the other hand,

RKohen (1976) affirmed that socioeconomic status has no

significant relation to dropping out. Astin (1973) also

showed that the way a student pays his tuition makes a

difference, but not the amcunt of money his parents have

(p. 304).

West (1963) showed that "in 1960 one family in five

had an income of less than $3,000 and another one in five,

between $3,0Q0 and $5,000" (p. 97). He affirmed “hat there

are economié barr{ers and particularly socioeconomic

barriers which deprive competent students of postsecondary

2 education and deprive the nation of their best services.

.
- N |
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The guestion is not: Should these barriers be removed?
The guestion is: How should the barriers be reduced

(p. 125)?

Summarx

The studies examined above have shown complexities
in the research findings of the effect of student demo-~-
graphic factors on student attrition and retention. Sev=-
eral researchers have also indicated that these factors
cannot be testeqﬂin isolation of other variables.

Age has been found to be related to failure or success
in postsecondary education in the United States, United »
Kingdom, and Australia. Overseas researchers have found
sexXx to be a significant intervening variable in student
persistence. Most researchers tended to believe that
women complete a baccalaureate degree faster than.men.
Women also drop out more voluntarily than men; while men
drop out more for poor scholarship than women.

In case of ethnicity, Jewish students have a highef
persistence rate th;n non-Jewish students. Generally,
Blacks evidence a lower persistencé rate than whites, but
when matched on the same academic ability with white stu-
dents, no difference exists. However;,—Black women have a

higher pérsistence rate than their white women contempo-

’ a

raries. Chicanos and Spanish speaking students have the

lowest completion rate irrespective of variables controlled.

25
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.from 1968 to 1973, Stoner (1979) found high school grade

17° ;

There is general consensus among researchers that ,Sstudents
from lower soc1oeconom1c background have a lower rate of

persistence than students from high soc1oeconom1c back-

ground.

Student Academic' Factors

The academic factors to be examined are: "high school
grades, college adm1551on te§Es (American College Test -

ACT, uChOlaSth Aptltude Test - SAT), and college grades.

-

High School Grades
Morrisey (1971) indicated that for the past thirty or
forty yeais research has shown high school grades to be the
' -

best predictor of college grades (p. 279). Lenning and

others (1980) affirmed that high school grades have been

found to be positively related to student retention (p. 18).

On the other hand, Thompson (1980) contended that there

was a high correlation between high school grades and stu-

Lo T

dent attrition (p. 5). .

.Astin (1975) contended that it is not surprising that
high school grades are consistent in predicting student
attrition. He presented data that showed students'
chances of either dropping out or stopping out of college

increased as their high school grades decreased (p. 31).

In a 'study conducted at the University of Tennessee

-

'“point average to be the single best predictor of graduation

N
S
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from the institution. Perry (1981) also found that high
school grade pcint a&erage was significant in predicting
cobllege performance (p. 54). Howell and others (1979)
found that a larger percent of persisting studenﬁs at

Old Dominion University graduated in the upper percentiles
of‘their high school class (p. 31). Bennett (1978)
foundAthat those who graduated’ from Freed-Hardeman
College had higher high school grades. On the other hand,
Campbell (1980) indicated that seventy-eight percent of
persisters reported a high schooi grade average of B or

better, but seventy-nine percent of dropouts reported the
4

same grade average (p. 7).

College Admission Tests (ACT, SAT)

Astin (1973, 1975) contended that ACT andVSAT_are very
effective in distinguishing persiéters and non-persisters;
but the predictive strenéih of these tests is not as
high as high school grades. This difference is particu-
larly true for Black students. =

Ashbaugh, Levin and Zaccaria (1973) concluded that
the composite ACT score seems to account for the per-
sistence of women but not for men (p.65). Pedrini
and Pedrini (1977) found that students with below
average grades had lower ACT scores than students with
,average or above average grades. 1In 1978, however, they

. reported that ACT scores did not seem to contribute to

ERIC | 30
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sﬁudent attrition or persistence (p. 237).

Coker (1968) found that persisting women had higher
mean scofés on English and Social Science scales of ACT
than pefsisting men; while persisting men had higher mean
scores on Mathematics and Natural Science than persisting
women. He also reported that there were no significant
differences in the ACT composite mean scores for persist=-
ing men and women, while there was for non-persisting men
and women {p. 19). Turner (1979) found ACT scores to be
effective in predicting graduation from the University of
Tennessee.

Sanford (1981) indicated_that SAT scores are reImted
to persistence’ in college (p:SZO). Perry (1981) reported
a2 high correlation betweenkhiéh SAT scores and high
college grades (p. 56). Notéestine (1969) concluded that
in the schools of humanities, social science, and educa-
tion at Purdue‘UniVersity, persisters had the highest
SAT verbal scores while non-persisters had the lowest

-
SAT.verbal and mathematics scores. Ramist (1981) showed

-that the freshmen year dropout rate ranged from nine per-

cent for those scoring six hundred or above on SAT
mathematics to twenty-seven percent for those scoring

below three hundred (p. 13).
]

College Grades

Astin (1975, 1977), Eaton (1979), and Lenning and

31
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others k1980) have indicated that the single most impor-
tant variable in predicting student persistence is the
'undergraduate gradefpoint average. In a study of drop-
outs, stopouts, and persistefE, Bennett (1978) found that
thosé who graduated had higher‘college grades than those
who did not. Ramist (1981) contended that several

studies have shown a high correlation between college per- "
formance and attrition, even when other variables are
controlled (p. 14).

Astin (1975) showed that among students with A or A+
averages, one in every five drops out. He continued that
grades in the B average (GPA between 2.75 and 3.24) have
the highest correlation effect on peréistence, especially
among Black students. He affirmed, however, that a large
number of students who showed great promise for college

dropped out because of grades; while those who did not

exhibit the potential for academic succeed got high -
grades and persisted. Astin concluded that "these imper-
fections in the ability to predict who will succeed in
college suggest that academic admiqistrators would be well
advised to exgmine the importance of grades as a motiva-

ting factor" (p.l101).

Summarz

Researchers have reported conflicting findings on the

effect of academic factors on student persistence. High

N
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school grades have‘peen found by several researchers to

be an excellept pfedictor of college performance. Apti=
tude Eksts (ACT, SAT) while good, do not have the pre-
dictive strength that high school grades exhibit and

there fé some indication that SAT scores are a better
predictor pf college performﬁnce than ACT scores. Students
with a B average of college grades seem to have the high-

est persistence rate, especially among Black students.

Student Financial Aid Factérs

The period from 1958-1972 was a period of growth in
federal assistance programs to higher education. The
ihcreasing number of Americans seeking entrance into
institution§ of higher education, the rising cost of
higher educétion and the‘growing feeling of manyjeduca-
tional organizations and the pﬁblic at large, that lack
of money‘;hould not be a barrier for any American who
wants to continue the searcﬁ for knowledge beyond high
school led to the enactment of many federal financial

assistance programs; In 1979, the Secretary of the Depart=-

ment of Health, Education;“and‘Welfare, Joseph A.

. Califano, Jr., stated in one of the hearings on the

reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965 that:

- . .this nation is on the threshold of achieving the
goals that all qualified students will have the
financial means to obtain a Bachelor's Degree.
The challenge for higher education is to protect
and enhance quality while simultaneously ensuring

33 ‘




22

equal opportunity. (Bureau of Student Financial
A551stance Bulletln, May 1979, pp. 9-~10)

o

Financial Assistance

Astin (1975i indicated that undergraduate students
. pay for their cqstslthrough one or moye sources: fam;ly
(parents, spouse) , scholérship, loans, savings and work.
Since financial factors are among the reasons most
often cited by non-persisters; Astin (1975),~Cope and
Hannah (1975) and Lennlng and others (1980),
have examlned the effects of financial aid on
student attrition and retention. Jensen (1980) in examin-
ing the impact of financial aid on persistence in college
concluded that financial aid hadre small positive effect
of persistence, thle the denial of it to students from
high socioceccnomic background had a limited negative
effect on persistence (p. 16). Longanecker and others
(i980) showed that equal educational opportunity as
measured by educational attainment is not being achieved

by the federal financial aid programs. Students from low

income families are less likely to attend college and per-

sist if they do (p. 3).

In analyzing the National Longitudinal Study data for
the class of iB?Zk?y a log-linear model, Fetters (1977)
concluded that finaeeial aid correlated with non-persis-

tence in college. In analyzing the same data by multiple

regression, Peng and Fetters (1978). conclﬁded that neither

-

r
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a~

scholarship nor loans are related to non-persistence

.

(Ramist, 1981, p. 19).

Silver (1978),in examining the effects o£ financial
aid awards on persistence for the freshman class of 1975 at
North Greenville College, found that a laréer percent of
aid recipients (53.7 percent) completed four semesters of
work thaﬁ did non-recipients (28.6 percent) (p. 23).

‘In‘é comparative study on academic performance and
financial aid between financial aid recipients and non-
recipients at two selected public two-year community col-
leges in Southern Célifornia, Jones'(1978) ;ound that
financial aid recipients completed more college credit than
did nonrecipients. He also reported that financial ;id
recipients had the same or better grade point average than
non-recipients (p. 59).

Looking at the effect of financial aid on student per-
sistence did not answer many questions. In this light,

many researchers have also tested the effect of the amount

of aid awarded on student attri;ion and retention.

Amount of Financial Aid Awarded and Persistence

Krieger (1980) examined the relationship between fed-
eral financial aid packaging and retention for the freshman
class of 1974-75 at Troy State University. He concluded-

that of all the variables examined, the amount of money was

the most significant financial aid factor- in retention. He

35
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4

reported that “studénts receiving the largest am#éunt of aid
persiéted longer™ (p. 115). |

In determining the effect of amount of aid awarded,
Silver (l978)%€ividéﬁ the recipients of financial aid in
the freshman class of 1975 at North Greenville College into
five groups d%beﬁdihg on the amount of aid.awarded. The
first group was awarded less than $1,Q00; the second group,
$1,000 to $1,999; the third group, $2,000 to $2,999; the
fourth group, $3,000 to $3,000; and the fifth group $4,000
or more. She found that the persistence rate of completing

four semesters was highest for recipients in groups four

(88.9 bercent) and five (88.2 percent), while,it was lowest

+

A

for recipients in group one (twenty-folur percent) (p. 25).

Lenning énd others (1980) concluded that the amount of
aid was related to student persisteqée. They reported that
large amounts of scholarships and grants increase persis-
tence, while large amounts of loans increase attrition
(p. 27). |

Some researchers have also reported a negative corre-
lation between the ;mount of aid awarded and student per-
sistence. Baber and Caple (1970), in examining the per-
sisters and non-persisters of Educational Opportunity grant
recipients, found that the amount of aid awarded was rot
spfficieﬁ; to distinguish between persisters and non-per-
sisters (Ez 118). Selby (1973) also found that Black male,

white male and white female recipients persisted regardless
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of the amount of aid awarded (p. 39). Jensen (1980) also
showed that in:
. ..an initial analysis of the relationship between
amount of aid per semester and persistence reveals

a zero=-order correlation of -.108 and a slope

coefficient of -.00066. This bivariate correlation

indicated increasing amounts of aid per semester

are related to decreases in persistence.  Thus,

while aid per semester appears to be negatively

‘related to semesteXr attended; it is not a signifi-

cant factor in explaining persistence. (p. 17)

Loans

There are two federal ioan programs: National Direct
Student Loan (NDSL) and Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL). The
enactment of the National Defense Education Act of 1958
provided for a federally funded loan program now known as
National Direct Student Loan for needy students (Carnegie
Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education, 1979, p. 70).
The purpose of the NDSL program is to provide low interest
loans to institutions of higher educatios to help needy
students pay their educational costs (Federal Register,
1981, p. 2542).

The Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) was one of the two
programs aimed at providing aid for the economicaliy dis-
advantaged students under the Higher Education Act of 1965
(Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education,
1979, p. 70). The purpose of the GSL program is to make.
available to students loans through private lenders such

, .
as banks and credit unions. The loans are insured by the

37
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Federal Government or a State Guarantee Agency, and the
eligibility requirement is not based on family income (Flve
Federal Financial Aid Programs, 1981-82, p.s 11).

The next question, therefore, is: What is the effect

.of these loan programs on student attrition and retention?

In a stddy at Troy State Uni&ersity for the 1974-75 fresh-
man class, Krieger (1986) concluded that the attrition'
rates for loan recipients were genefally the highest when
compared‘tp othgf recipients of other financial aid pack-
ages (p. 113). .

‘In a study of college dropouts at Utica College,
Blanchﬁiéld (1971) réported that recipients of loans did
not look favorably at their awards. He also indicated that
the rising débt on loans is a problem to these students;
thus loan awards are not related to persisteﬁce (p. 3).

Asti;}(l975) showed that loan awards increase a male
student's chances of dropping out by six percent. This
effect is prevalent whether the loan award is a minor or a
major source .of paying collegé cost in all types of i;sti-
tutions. This is mofe’pronounced for students in the lower
or middle income levels. For female students using loan as
a major sourée, it increased their-:chances of'dropping out by
two‘percent; while it decreaSed the rate of dropping out .
by six percent for thdéé using loan as‘é minor source.

Astin also reported an eight percent reduction in drop out

rate for Black students in bredominantly white institutions

4
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using loan as either a minor or a major source of paying

college cost (p. 15-16).

College Work Study Program (CWS) ~

The Colleqe Work Study program {CWS) was enacted in
the Educational Opportunity Act of 1964 and began operation
in Janaary 1965. The purpose of the CWS program is to
provide part-time employment to students in postsecondary
education who need earnings from such émployment to meet
the ever increasing cost of higher education (Federal
Register, 19813. The emphasis of "great" financial need is
no longer part of the purpose of this program (Office of
Student Financial Assistance, 1980, p. 12).

Krieger (1980) concluded that the college work=-study
program has a negative effect on student persistence, unless
combined with other forms of financial aid programs (p. 113).
In a study to determine the effect of part-time employment
on the academic performance of freshmen admitted to Michi-
gan State University, Roberts (1979) found that there was

no significant difference in the retention rates of students

who worked and those who did not.

;

[

Using data obtained from a longitudinal national study

of a sample of young men attending college in the late

1960s to determine what factors affect persistence at the

various years of undergraduate experience, Kohen, Nestle,

and Karmas (1978) reported:
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. « «while working inhibits persistence in college,

this impediment appears to be;greatest for

Ehese who work between half- and full-time. This

Ifndicates that students.,working full-time are a

heterogenous group, some of whom have extraordi-

narily high commitment to their educational

goals and (perceive) no alternative way of

meeting the out-of-pocket expenses of college

attendance (p. 249).

In a study of financial aid and student persistence,
Astin (1975) showed that the college work study program
evidenced a high persistence rate for Blacks, women, and
students from middle-income families. He also indicated
that participation in this program reduces dropout rates
for Blacks and women. He reported eight percent retention
for men, eleven percent for women, fourteen percent for
Blacks in Black institutions, and nine percent for Blacks
in white institutions. He concluded that the positive
effects could be attributed to a greater student involve-
ment in college campus life (p. 17). Lenning and others

(1980) also showed that working part-time on-campus increased

persistence.

-Grants
There are two federal grant programs: Educational
Opportunity Grant (EOG), now knowﬂ as Supplemental Educa-
tional Opportunity Grant (SEOG), and Basic Educetional
Opportunity Grant (BEOG), now known as Basic (PELL) grant.
The Higher Education Act of 1965 was aimed at provid-

ing aid to economically disadvantaged students under

« S 40
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provisions for Educational Opportunityﬁgrant (SEOCG) . The
SEOG program is not an entitlement (Five Federal Financial
Aid Programs, 1981-82).

The BEOG progfam, now known as the Basic Grant, was
,authorized-under the Higher Education Act of 1965, as
amended by the Education Amendments of 1972 and 1976. It
is a program that entitles a student to a legal right to re-
ceive a grant if all eligibility requirements are fulfilled
(Felder and Ring, 1980, p. 243). The Basic Grant is the
newest and the largest of the federal student assistance
programs. The duration of four years has been changed to
the time required to eomplete a baccalaureate degree
(Office of Student Financial Assistance, 1980).

Baber and Caple (1970) conducted an exploratory study
at the University of Missouri-Columbia to diqgover what
factors distinguished the EOG recipients who persisted from
those that did not. They found that while the persistence
rate for the recipients was seventy-five percent, the per-
siséénce rate for the entire freshman class was sixty-five
percent.

| Approximately four years after the emactment of the
EOG program under the Higher Education Act of 1965, the
U.S. Office of Education awarded the Bureau of Applied

Social Research, Columbia University, a contract to study

the students and institutions participating in the EOG
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program. Friédman (1971) found that the retention rates

for freshmen EOG re;ipients and for-all undergraduates were.

~highest in private institutions and lowest in public two-

year institutions. Furthermore, he indicated that the

retention rates of EOG recipients usually remained the same

whether admissions criteria were waived for small or large

percentages of students, unless in an institution with an

open admission policy. When institutions provide limited

supportive .services, the retention rates of EOG recipients

were generally lower than that for all undergraduates;

butVWhen services were provided at a larger proporéion there

were no differences in the retention rates of EOG recipients)

and all undergraduate students. He also contended that

while retention ra;es vary from one institutional type to

the other, there was little difference in the persistence

rates of EOG freshmen and other fréshhen. He concluded,

however, that though EOG recipients enter the university

with academic and financial handicaps, by the end of the

first year they have the same persistence rate as other ;

students (p. 140-145). , . ;
In a study of community college BEOG recipients,

Cameron (1978) reported that BEOG recipients had a 62.3

percent mean rate of progress while non-recipients had a

71.4 percent mean rate of completion (p. 16).

Blanchfield (1971) found that successful students had

"
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higher perceﬂiages'of granﬁs than unsuccessful Students;
He indicated that the explénation might be that "the
awarding of a grant provides a degree of security to a
student, thus providing more incentive to remain in col=-
lege” (p. 3). Krieger (1980) found that attrition rates
of students receiving grants were on the average generally
lower than for students recéiving other kinds of financial
aid (p. 113). . )
Astin (1973) indicated that concentrating in grants
might enhance students' chances 6f completing college
(p. 305). Astin (1975) showed that grants were very
significant in the persistence of female students from
low-income families and men froé middle income fami%ies
(p..70). He also asserted-that a combination of the three

programs (loans, college work~study, and grants) may have

an impact on student persistence.

Combination of Financial Aid Packages

The Carnegie Council (1979), in examining student
financial aid for the eighties, contended that the "student
aid officer has the task of building a ipackage' of re-
sources of various kinds that will enable the individual
student to meet his or her total costs" (p. 89). 1In a
study to determine student financial aid packaging and
academic progress at Montgomery College, Davis (1978)

recommended :

.43
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. Students who are flnanc1ally disadvantaged and

who are minority should be given consideration

for maximum grant and work assistances. Maxi-

mum loan funds should be advanced to this popu-

lation during the first year of college. (p. 2085-3)

Kreiger (1980) reccmmended that the U.S. Department
of Health, Education and Welfare would be advised to ex-
amine the profits of the College Work Study Program in
relation to the Basic Educational Opportﬁnity Program. He
also recommended the need for more research on the rela-
tionship between these programs in higher education (p.119).

In a study of financial aid and student persistence,
Astin (1975) examined the combinations of grants and loans,
grants -and work-study, loans and work-study, and grants,
loans, and work-study. 6f all the combinations he poetu-
lated that a majcr loan support and college work study
program was the only one that was significantly related to.

student persistence. .He concluded however, that further

research is needed to understand the impact of different

financial aid packages on each other (p. 22).

Summary

In an effort to achieve the goal of equal educational
opportunity for all American students, the federal govern-
ment has enacted several federal financial assistance pro-
grams to enable students to have access to higher educa-
tion, institutional choice, and persistence efter enroll-

ment. These financial aid programs include: 1loans,

college work-study, and grants.
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In reviewing financial assistance and amount of aid
awarded, research findings‘are found to be conflicting. .-
However, there seems to be general consensus among re-~
searchers that recipients of loan progréms exhibit higher
.;ttrition rates than recipients of éWS and grants. Loan
programs increase the chances of dropping out for male
students who use it as a minor or major source of paying
college cost. While it incfeases the persistence fate of
females students using ‘it as a‘minor source, and for Black
students in predominantly white institutions, it increases
attrition rate very slightly for women using it as a major
source.

The college work study program increases the persis-
tence réte for women especially when combined with other
financial aid packages.

When necessary supportive services are provided,
recipients of grants have the same persistence ra!é as
other studegts.

In combining these financial aid packages, researchers

found that major source of loan support and CWS, Basic

Grant and CWS correlate positively with student persistence.

Summary of .the Review of Related Literature

A review of the related literatureidoes not show a

pattern of relationships between the academic, demographic

and financial aid factors and student persistence. ' However,
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there is general consensus among researchers that:

l. Women complete a baccalaureate degree faster
than hen and drop 6ut‘mo;e voluntarily than men. Men, on
the other hand, drop out more for poor scholarship.

2. Jewish students have a higher persistence rate
than non-Jdewish students. K

3. Black women have a higher persistence rate than
their white women cbntemporaries.'

4. Chicano and Spanish speaking students have the .
lowest completion rate irrespective of variables controlled.

5. Students from lower socioeconomic background
have a lower rate of persistence than gtudents from a
higher socioeconomic background.

6. High school grades were found to be an excellent
predictor of college performI

4

7. Students with a B average on college grades seem

nce.

to have the highest persistence rate, especially Black
students. |

8. Recipients of loan programs exhibit higher attri-
tion rates than recipients of College Work-Study program
and grants.

9. In combining one or more finan¢ial aids in a
package, two combinations (a major loan support plus

College Work-Study and Basic Grant plus Work-Study) cor-

relate positively with student retention.

4

. - 46




35
The conceptual framework and methodology for .the
study will be presented in Chapters III and IV. Chabter
III will also include éssumptions, delimitations, limita=-

tions, definition of terms, and hypotheses for the study.




CHAPTER III

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This study is based on the administrative and organiza-
tional theory of Getzels and Guba's Social System which
involves two classes of phenomena thaq are both independent
and inter%ctive. The first class is called the nomothetic
or normative dimension which cons;sts of the institution
with certain roles and expectations that will fulfill the
goals of the social system. The second class is called
the idiographic or personal dimension which consists of
the individual living in the social system with a certain

personality and need-dispositions. The outcome of the

interactions between the nomoth%pic and the idiographic

f

dimensions is called social behavior (Campbell, Bridges,
and Nystrand, 1977).

In this study, the university is the social system.
The nomothetic diﬁension comprises vdrious departments
(institutigg§)<within the university system with certain
roles and expectations in fulfilling the mission of the
university. The idiographic dimension consists of the
students (individuals) in the university system with cer-

t

tain personalities and need~-dispositions. The interaction

t
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between the various departments (president, administrators,
and faculty members) and the students result in either
enhancing the student's ability to persist positively or
withdraw (social behavior) from the university sfstem.

| In the nomothetic dimension, .the institutions are
agencies responsible for establishing certain fuhctions.
Roles are behaviors expected of the role incumbents. Roles
have certain obligations and responsibilities termed '"role
expectations,"‘and when the role incumbent acts in accor-
dance with these expectations, he is said to be performing
‘his role in the social system. Expectations are those
things expected of the role incumbent at various circum-
stances (Campbell, Bridges, and Nystrand, 1977, p. 185).

In the idiographic dimension, roles are occupied by
different individuals, but each individual stamps the.
particular role he occupies with a distinct style of his
own characteristics. Personality was defined by Getzels
"as the dynamic organization within the individual of
those need dispositions that govern his unique reactions
to the environpent." Parsons and Shils defined need dis-
positions as "individual tendencies to orient and act with
respect to objects in certain manners and to expect céftain
consequences from these actions" (Campbell, Bridges and
Nystrand, 1977, p. 186), Figures 1 and 2 show the Getzel.
ana Guba model, and the modification for attrition and

retention.
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Normative (Nomothetic) Dimension

Institutione=$Role —PExpectation

/7

Social ‘ Observed
System Behavior

\\Sﬁl - : Need //’//;a

Individual=—pPersonality-pDisposition

Personal (Idiographic) Dimension

Figure 1l: Getzels and Guba's Social System.

Normative (Nomothetic) Dimension

Departments—) Role———) Expectation

/ 1 1 \l
University Persistence
System or

b Withdrawal

Need
Students— Personality—Disposition

Personal (Idiographic) Dimension

Figure 2: Modification of Getzels and Guba's Model
to Explain Attrition and Retention.
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In this study, the nomothetic dimention consists of

the various departmentw within the university system

pledged with certain responsibilities in fulfilling the

mission of the univérsity system. Théée departments in
fulfilling their functions and ultimately the mission of
the univefsity system have ceftain roles and expectations
of students. ’

The idiographic dimension presents the students as
different individuals with varying backgrounds, academic
abilities, personalities, need dispositions, among others.

As mentioned earlier, the two dimensions are both in-
teractive and independent. However, once there is a lack
of congruence in the perceived expectations of the univer-
sity system by the students, and the perceived students'
need dispositions by the departments in‘the university sys—
tem, the observed behavior is withdrawal from the univer-
sity system by the student. When there is mutual under-
standing of students' need dispositions by the university
system and consequent provision of necessary supportive
services and the students' understanding of the system's
expectations, students' ability to persist positively is
enhanced.

Assumptions

The assumptions underlying this study are:
1. The financial aid recipients in the freshman

class of 1974 at Florida State University are representative

ol
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of other students seeking financial assistance at Florida
State University.
2. The data to be analyzed for the purpose of this

study are accurate.

Delimitatior.

The study is delimited to federal financial aid recip-
ients in the class of 1974 at The Florida State University

(FSU) .

~Limitations
l. Dichotomous dependent variables reduce the power
of a test, which is the probability of rejecting the null
hypothesis, when in fact the null is false.

2. Because of the lack of computerized students'

‘record keeping at The Florida State University in 1974-75

academic year, comprehensive data were not available for
several variables. After the application.of pairwise
deletion technique for missing data, the sample 4in the

-

first academic year is smaller than in the second year.

Hypothese;

Tén hypotheses were tested in this study.' All hypo-

theses were stated in the null form and tested for signifi-

Kl

cance at the p < .05 level,

1. There is no statistically significant difference
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in retention for financial aid recipients with varying

ACT scores. -

2. There”ig/;o statistically significant difference
in retengion fér financial aid recipients with varying
SA? scores.

3. These is no statistically significant difference
in retention for ginanciallaid recipients with varying
high schoél GPA.

4., There is no statistically significant difference
'in retention for financial'aid recipients with varying
undergraduate GPA.

5. There is no statistically significant difference
in retention for financial aid recipients with different
ages. ‘

6. There is no statistically significant difference
in retention for financial aid réciéients accofding to
sex. |

7. There is no statistically significant difference
in retention for financial aid recipients with different

ethnicities.

”

”"“17‘\,

8. There is no statistically significant difference | »
in retention for financial aid recipients with different
socio=-economic backgrounds.

9. There is no statistically significant difference

in retention for financial aid recipients receiving

different financial aid packages.
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10. There is no statistically significant difference
in retention for financial aid recipients receiving vary-

ing amounts of aid.

Definition of Teims

1. American College Test (ACT) is an examination

‘used to determine academic achievement and to predict aca-
demic performance in college.

2. Basic Educational Opportunity Program (BEOG), now

known as Basic (Pell) Grant, was authorized under the
Higher Education Act of 1965 to help students pay for
education after high school.

3. College Work-Study Program (CWS) was enacted in

the Educational Opportunity Act of 1964 to provide part-
time employment to students who need earnings from such
employment to meet college cost.

4. Educational Opportunity Grant Program (EOG), now

known as the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant
Program (SEOG), was enacted under the Higher Education Act
of 1965 to provide aid for economically disadvantaged

- students. The program is not an entitlement.

5. Financial Aid Package is the award of one or more

types of financial aid to help students meet the cost of

higher education.

6. Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL) provides

loans to students through private lenders such as banks and

-
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credit unions, among others. The loans are insured by
the Federal Government or a State Guarantee Agency.

7. National Direct Student Loan Program (NDSL) is a

federally funded loan program enacted under thé National

Defense Education Act of 1958. The program provides low

interest loans to institutions to help needy students pay
educational cost.

§. Nor-graduate is a student who did not compleﬁe

the necessary requirements for graduation in 1978.
9. Graduate is a student who completed the neceééary
~requirements for graduation in 1978 or before.

10. Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) is an examination

used to determine academic achievement and to predict

academic performance in college.




CHAPTER 1V

METHODOLOGY

The methodology of this study is disc¢ussed under four
major headings: population, variables, data collecticn,

and statistical analysis.

Population

The population for this study was six hundred and
fifteen students classified as freshmen in the fall
quarter of 1974~75 who received one or more types of
federal financial aid package and were enrolled one or
mére quarters during an aqademic year. The six hundred
and fifteen recipients also constitute a sample of
federal financial aid recipients in other classes at

the Florida State University.

Variables

/{

éixteen independent variables werg&investigated to ~?€;
determine their effect on the dichotomous dependent :
varfable: graduation or non-graduation. The independent
variables fall under three general headings: academic,

demographic, and financial aid as follows:

x
H
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Student Academic Factors .

1. American College Tests .(ACT)
2. Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)
3. High School Grade Point Average (HSGPA)

4. Undergraduate Grade Point Average (UGPA)

Student Demographic Factors

1. Age
2. Sex . .
3. Socio-economic Background (Family Income)

4. Ethnicity (Race)

-
o

Student Financlal Aid Factors

l. Grant

2. College Work Study Program

3. Loan
4. Loan plus Grant } =
5. Loan plus College Work Study Program o

6. Gr@nﬁ plus College Work Study Program
7. Grant plus Loan plus College Work Study Progrém

8. Amount of Aid Awarded.

Data Collection

The data-used for this investigation were obtained
from student permanent records maintained by the
‘Financial Aid Office, Registrar's Office, and the Budget

and Analysis Office at The Florida State University.

(o]
-1
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The records were scrutinized for federal financial aid
recipients in the 1974-75 freshman class for a four to

five academic year period.

>

Statistical Analysis

Essentially}this longitudinal study constitutes a
case study;at The Florida State University. Data were
analyzed at The Florida State University Computer Center
utilizing tke Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) through the use of a Central Data Corporation
CYber 74 computer system, to show as clearly as possible *
the effects of each (and combinations) of the sixteen
independent variables on the dependent variable.

Descfia"ve stat¥stics—were used to report the means

and standar eﬁiatidhsAof continuous data and frequency

distribution fo tegorical/discrete data (See Appendix

A) . Pearson correlatjon coefficients are used to

measure the strength ofﬁl

ationship between two internal
variables (Nie, Hull, Jenk} Steinbrenner, and Bent,

1975, p. 280). 1In this casé\ earson correlation

. P~
coefficients were used to ascertain the relationship

between continuous variables. The estimhtion of correla-
tion coefficient (r) between-continuous variables were
reported (See Appendix A). The more positive r is,

the more positive the association between the two variables;

the more negative r is, the more negative the association

N
an
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is between thé variables; and if r is near zero correla-
tion, there is little, if any, linear relationship
(Kleinbaum and Kupper, 1978; Brewer, 1978).

General multiple regression and stepwise multiple
regression were used to determine the linear function of
the dependent variable on more than one independent |

variable. The R2

(coefficient of multiple determination)
for multiple regression equation indicates the proportion
of Sariance in the dependent variables explained by all
the independent variables. With the use of the stepwise
regression, the independent v;}iables were entered into
the equation one by one based on .statistical criteria.
The variable that explains the greatest amount of wvariance

in the deéendent variable or has the highest F value

was put in the model first..




CHAPTER V

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

The purpose of thi; chapter is to present the results
of statistical analyses for each of the ten hypotheses.
Descriptive statistics and gkneral multiple regression
;echniques were used to find out the effects of the
independent variables on the dependent variable. The
dichotomous dependent variable was graduation or non-
graduation.

There were sixteen independent variables that were
inxestigateq to determine their effect on the dependent
variable. These independent variables fell under three

major headings: academic, demographic and financial aid:

Academic Variables

1. American College Tests (ACT)
2. Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)
3. High School Grade Point Average (HSGPA)

4., Undergraduate Grade Point Average (UGPA)

Demographic Variables

l. Age

2. Sex .
48
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3. Socioeconomic Background (Family Income)

. 4. Ethnicity (Race)

Financial Aid Vvariables

l. Grant

2. College Work Study Program

3. Loan

4, Loan plus Grant

5. Loan plus College Work Study Program

6. Grant plus College Work Study ﬁfogram

7. Grant plus Loan plus College Work Study Program

8. Amount of Aid Awérded

Given the nature of the sfudy and change in data from
one academic year to the other, it was necessary to
analyze available data on a yearly basis. In this light,
each of the hypotheses was tested on a four academic year
péfiod to pinpcint the crucial trends of the independent

variables over a longitudinal period.

Test of Hypotheses for Academic Variables

Hypothesis 1l:

There is no statistically significant difference in
retention for financial aid recipients with varing ACT
scores.

The hypothesis (Hg(l): & RZ2 (ACT)=0) was not entered

into the regression model because only thirty-five (5.7

61
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percent) of the sample reported test results to be used

-

as admission criteria (See Appendix A).

Hypothesis 2:

There is no statistically significant difference
in retention for financial aid recipients with varying
SAT scores.

The hypothesis, (Hg(2): ARZ (SAT) = 0) was not
entered into the regression eguation because only 30.4 |
percent of aid recipients reported test results (See [
Appendix a). f

. e ]
f
J

Hypothesig 3:

There is no statistically significant difference
in retention for financial aid recipients with varying‘
high school GPAs.
| The hypothesis Hg(3): A R%? (HSGPA) = 0) was tested
for a four academic year periodythrough the use of a
stepwise multiple regression. In the 1974-75 academic
year, high school GPA was entered into the regression
equation at step number four. The R2 attributed to the
independent variablé, high school GPA, was .01017, yielding
a calculated F (Fcal) of 1.201. The critical F ratio
(F) at 4 and 122 degrees of freedom (DF) was 2.44. The
rule is that if F cal (32 ) is greater or equal to the

critical F, then reject the null hypothesis. Since F cal

of 1.201 is less than the critical F of 2.44, hypothesis 3

62
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was not rejected for 1974-75 acédemic year. The high
school GPA only explains 1.02 percent of variance in
persistence to the second year,.

In the 1975-76 academic year, high school GPA was
entered into the regression equation at the fourth step.
The R® for high school was .01235 wiﬁh an F cal of 4.787
and critical F (4,256) at p <.05 was 2.42. Since F cal
of 4.787 is greater than F of 2.42, hypothesis 3 was
rejected. The high school GPA accounted for 1l.24 percent
of variance in persistence to graduation.

High school GPA was entered into the regression
equation at the third step in the 1976-77 academic year.
The R? attributed to high school GPA was .01779 with an
F cal of }6.748 and F (3,206) at p <.05 was 2.65. Since
F cal of 16.748 is greater than F of 2.65, hypothesis'3
was rejected. The hiph school G?A explained 1.78 percent
of the variance in pedrsistence.

The independent variable, high school GPA, was entered
into the regression equation at the third step in the
fourth academic year. The R2 was .01679 with an F cal of
13,932 and F (3,191) at p <.05 was 2.65. Hypothesié 3
was rejected since F cal of 13.932 is greater than criti-
cal F of 2.65. The variance explained in persistence

was l1l.68 percent.
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In comparing the results of hypothesis 3 for each
academic year, high school GPA was statistically signifi-
cant at the p <.05 level in the second, third and fourth

academic years (see Table 1).

A

TABLE 1. Test of Ho3 for a Four Academic Year Period.

R2 F cal F P
HSGPA 1974~75 .01017 1.201 2.44 .28
HSGPA 1975-76 .01235 4.787 - 2.42 .03%
HSGPA 1376-77 .01779 16.748 2.65 .00L*
HSGPA 1977-78 01679 13.932 2.65 .001*

* p Statistically Significant (p < .05).

Hypothesis 4:

qure is no statisﬁically significant difference in
retention for financial aid recipients with varying
undergraduate GPAs.

The hypothesis (Ho(4): A R2 (UGPA) = 0 was tested
for a four year academic period through the use of a
stepwise multiple regression equation. The GPA for the
freshman year was entered into the regression model at
the first step because it had the highest F ratio of
16.836 when compared to the other indépendent variables

2

in the equation. The R“ attributed to the GPA in 1974-75
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“academic year was .11870 with the F cal of 16.836 and

critical F (1,125) at p < .05 was 3.92. Since F cal is
greater than the critical F, hypothesis 4 was rejected.
This indicates that GPA in the first year did increase
the probability of a student persisting to the second
year by explaining 11.87 percent of the variance in
persistence.

The undergraduate GPA for 1975-76 was also entered
into the regression equation first. The R2 attributed
to UGPA in the second academic year was .08602 with an
F cal of 24.375 and critical F (1,259) at p < .05 was 3.87.
Since the F cal is greater than the critical F, hypothesis
4 was rejected for 1975-76 academic year. The UGPA ex~-
plained 8.60 percent of the variance in persistence.

In the third year, the UGPA was entered second into
the regression equation. The R% of UGPA 1976-77 was
.12413 with an F cal of 34.201 and critical F (2,207) at
P < .05 was 3.04. Since F cal of 34.201 is greater than
F of 3.04, hypothesis 4 was rejected. The independent
variable, UGPA 1976-77, accounts for 12.41 percent of
variance in persistence. + .

In the fourth year, the UGPA was entered second into
the regression model. The R? of UGPA 1977-78 was .12537
with an F cal of 30.637 and F (2,192) at p < .05 was 3.04.

Since F cal of 30.637 was greater than critical F of 3.04,
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hypothesis 4 was rejected for the fourth year. The pro-
portion of variance explained in persistence to graduation
by the independent variable, UGPA 1977-78, was 12.54
percent.

From the results of testing the hypothesis for a four
year academic period, the undergraduate GPA éhowed‘a con-
sistent statistical relationship to whether a student
persisted to graduation or not. Throughout the four
academic years, UGPA showed a relatively high percentage

of variance in each regression model (See Table 2).

TABLE 2. Test fom Ho4 for a Four Year Academic Period

R? F cal F p*

-
© UGPA 1974-75 .11870  16.836  3.92  .00L*
UGPA 1975-76 .08602 24.375  3.87  .00l*
UGPA 1976=77 .12413 34.201  3.04  .00L*
UGPA 1977-78 .12537 . 30.637  3.04  .00L*

*p Statistically Significant (p <.05)

Summary of the Test of Hol through Hp4.

Hypotheses one and two were not tested because of
insufficient data. High school GPA was statistically
related to retention in the second, third, and fourth
academic years. The undergraduate GPA was statistically

significant to persistence throughout the four academic

g
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years. The lowest proportion of variance explained by UGPA
in persistence to graduation was 8.60 percent. In con-
clusion, the UGPA is a stronger predictor variable of

persistence than HSGPA.

=,

Test of Hypotheses for Demographic Variables

Hypothesis 5:

There is no statistically sigpificant difference in re-
tention for financial aid reéipients with different ages.

Age was dividgq‘}nto three categories: sixteen to
twenty-two, twenty-three to twenty-eight, and twenty-nine
and above. Recipients in category one graduated‘more than
recipients in categories two and three. Forty-three per-
cent of recipients in category one graduated, while 26.32
percent of recipienté in category two d¢raduated and 28.57
perdent of those in category three graduated.

The age variable was tested for a four year period
éhrough the use of a general multiple regression technique.
In the first year, the R2 attributed to age was .01502 with
an F cal of 1.905 and an F table (1,125) of 3.92. Since F
ratio of 1.905 is less than the critical F of 3.92, hypoth-
eses 5 was not rejected. Age explains only 1.5 percent of
the variance in persistence to retention. For the first
year, age was not statistically related to persistence.

In the second year, the R? for age was .01502 with

an F ratio of 3.948 and F (1,259) at p <.05 of 3.87.
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Since F»ratio of 3.948 is greater than F of 3.87, hypoth-
esis 5 was rejected for the second academic year. This
indicates that age was statistically reiated to whether
a student persisted to the third year.

In the 1976=77 academic year, the R2'of age was
.01502 with an F cal of 1.048 and F (1,208) of 3.89.
Since F cal of 1.048 is less than F of 3,89, hypothesis
5 was not rejected. This indicates that age was not
statistic;lly related to persistence to the third year.

2 of age was 0.1502 with

In the fourth'year, the R
an F cal of 2.943 and F (1,193) of 3.89? Since the F cal
is less than the critical F, the null hypothesis was not
réjected.

In testing hypothesis 5 for four years, age was not

statistically significant to persistence in the first,

third and fourth years (See Table 3).

TABLE 3. Test of Hp5 for a Four Academic Year Period

R2 F cal F p*
1974-75 .01502 1.906 3.92 .17
1975-76 .01502 3.948 3.87 .05%
1976-77 : .01502' 1.048 3.89 .07
1977-78 .01502 2.943 3.89 .08

*p Statistically Significant (p < .05)
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Hvpothesis 6:

There is no statistically significant difference in
retention for financial aid recipients according to sex.

The hypothesis (Ho (6): A R® (SEX) = 0) was tested
for four years through the ﬁse of stepwise multiple re-
gression. There were 37.6 percent males (two hundred and
thirty-one) and 62.4 percent females (three hundred and
eighty-four).

The sex variable was entered at the last step (five)
into the regression equation because it had the lowest
F ratio of .269 when compared to cther independent vari-
ables. The calculated R? attributed to sex in the first
academic year was .00087, yielding an F cal of .269 and
critical F (5,121) at p < .05 of 2.29. Since F cal of
-269 is less than F of 2.29, hypothesis 6 failed to be
rejected. This means that sex was not statistically
related tc persistence to the second vear.

In the 1975-76 academic year, sex was also entered
into the regression model at step fiv» because of the }ow—
est F ratio of .627. The R%2 of sex was .00076 with an
F cal of .627 and F table (5,255) at p < .05 of 2.24.
Hypothesis 6 was not rejected for the second year because
F cal of .627 was less than F of 2.24. This indicates
that sex did not help the probability of a student per-

sisting to the third year.

£
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The sex variable was not included in the stepwise
regression equation in the third year because of a par-
tial F of .00l1. The Statisticai Package for the Social
Sciences manual set the default value of F at .01 (Nie,
et al., 1975, p. 346). This means that a partial F of
an independent variable that is less than .0l will not
be included in the regression equation. Therefore, sex
with a partial F of .00l was left out of the equation.
However, a general mulﬁiple regression was run to deter-
mine in what way sex influenced persistence to the third
year. The R% of sex was .00501 with an F cal of 1.048
and critical F of (1,208) at p <.05 of 3.89. With the
F cal of 1.048 less than critical F of 3.89, hypothesis 6
failed to be rejected. This shows that sex was not
statistically related to persistence. |

In the 1977-78 academic year, sex was entered at the
fifth level because of the lowest F ratio of .941 when
compared to other independent variables in the régression

2 attributable to sex was .00018 with an

eugation. The R
F cal of .941 and critical F (5,189) at p < .05 of 2.26.
Since F cal of .941 is less than critical F of 2.26,
hypothesis 6 was not rejected.

In comparing the test results for the four years, sex

was not statistically related to retention (See Table 4).

Of the two hundred and thirty-seven recipients that

=~z
iy
>
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persisted to graduation, one hundred and sixty were
females and seventy-seven were males. The graduation
rates, therefore, were 42 percent for females and 33.3

percent for males.

TABLE 4. Test of Hpo6 for a Four Year Academic Period

Sex R2 F cal F p*
1974-75 .00087 .269 2.29 . 605
1975-76 .00076 .627 2.24 <429
1976~77 .00501 1.048 3.89 .307
1977-78 .00018 .941 2.26 .333 ’

p* Statistically Significant (p <.05).

Hypothesis 7:

There is no statistically significant difference in
retention for financial aid recipients with different
ethnicity.

The hypothesis (Ho(7): A R2 (Ethnicity) = 0) was
tested through the use of a general multiple regression.
Five races were considered, of which East Indians had the
hichest number of students (See fable 5).

In the first year, the R? of race was .01247 with an
F cal of .385 and F table (4,122) at p < .05 of 2.44.
Hypothesis 7 was not rejected since F cal of .385 is less

than F table of 2.44. The variance explained by ethnicity

Q V 71
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TABLE 5. Distribution of Aid Recipients by Ethnicity

Ethnicity N percent
Black 143 23.3
White 206 33.5
East Indian 254 41.3
Spanish American 9 1.5
Oriental American ) 3 .5

TOTAL | 615 100.0

in persistence to graduation was 1l.25 percent. This indi-
cates that ethnicity had little effect on persistence.

In the 1975-76 academic year, hypothesis 7 failed to
be rejected since F cal of .808 was less than critical F
(4,256) of 2.40. The R2 was .01247 which explained 1.25
percent of variance in the dependent variable.

In the third year, ethnicity did not reach signifi-
cance at p <.J5, since the null hypothesis failed to be
rejected because the F cal of .647 was less than critical
F (4,205) of 2.42.

In the fourth year, the R? attributed to ethnicity
was .01247 with an F cal of .599 and critical F (4,190)
at p <.05 of 2.42. Since F cal of .599 was less than

critical F of 2.42, hypothesis 7 was not rejected.

~X
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To summarize the results for a four year period,
ethnicity had little effect on persistence to graduation

(See fable 6).

@

TABLE 6. Test of Ho’/ for a Four Academic Year Period

Ethnicity R2 F cal - F p*
1974-75 .01247 . .385 2.44 .81
1975-76 .01247 " .808 2.40 + 52
1976=77 .01247 .647 2.42 .63
1977-78 .01247 .599 2.42 .66

*p Statistically Significant (p < .05)

Hypothesis 8:

There is no statistically significant difference in
retention for financial aid recipients with different
socio—economic backgrounds (Family income).

Family income was categorized into four sections: Less
than $9,000, $10,060 to $19,999, $20,000 to $29,999, and
more than $30,000. Forty4one pe;cent of recipients from
families with income less than $9,999 graduated; 48.3 per-
cent of those from families with income between $10,000 to
$19,999 graduated; sixty percent of those from families
with an income of $20,000 to $29,000 graduated; and one
hundred percent Qf'those from families that make more than
$30,000 graduated. This indicates that an increase in

family income enhances students' persistence to graduation.
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The hypothesis (Ho8: A RZ2 (FAMINCM) = 0) was tested
through the use of a stepwise regression equation. The
independent variable, family income, was entered into
the régression~model'at the third step.in the first

2 of family income was .01558 with

- academic year. The R
an F cal of .962 and critical g (3,123) at p < .05 of
2.68." Since F cai of .962 was not greater than critical
F of 2.68, hypothesis 8 was not rejected. The variance
accounted for by family income was 1l.56 percent in stu-
dent persistence to graduation. Significance was not
attained at the .05 level.

In the second year, family income Qas included into
the regression equation at the third step. The R? of
family income was .02190 with an F cal of .676 and criti=-
cal F (3,257) at p < .05 of 2.63. Therefore, hypothesis
8 failed to be rejected since the F cal is less than
the critical F. The variance explained was 2.2 percent.
Family income apparently did not help the probability of
persistence to the third year.

In 1976-77, family income was tested in the regression
model at the fourth step. The R? of family income was
.01077 with an F cal of 4.967 and F table (4,205) of
2.42., Since F cal is greater than F table, hypothesis 8

was rejected for the third academic year. This shows

that family income was statistically related to

ERIC . 71
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persistence to the fourth year.

In.tﬁe‘fourth year, the independent variable was
tested at the fourth level. The R? attributed to family
income was .00870 with an F ratio of 5.271 and F table
(4,190) at p< .05 of 2.42. Hypothesis 8 was rejected for
the fourth year because F ratio Qf 5.é7l is greater than
F table of 2.42, This indicates that family income did

help the probability of a student persisting to graduation

In comparing the results, family income was not sta-
tistically related to student persistence in the first two
academic years, while it did increase the probability of a
student persisting to graduation in the third and fourth

years (See Table 7).

TABLE 7. Test of Ho8 for a Four Year Academic Period

Family Income R2 F cal F p*

1974-75 .01558 .962 2.68 .33
1975-76 .02190 .676 2.63 .41
1976=77 .01077 4.967 2.42  .02*
1977-78 .00870 5.271 2.42  .02*

*p Statistically Significant (p < .05)

Summary of the Test of Hy5 through Ho8

In testing hypothesis five, age was not statistically

related to student persistence to retention. In dividing

age into three categories: sixteen to twenty-two,

twenty-three to twenty-eight, and twenty-nine and above,
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the percent of those that graduated jin category one was
about twice the percentage of graduates in categories two
and three.

| In comparing the results for hypothesis six, sex
did not attain significance at the .05 level throughout
the four years. Of the two hundred and thirty-seven
recipients who persisted to graduation, one hundred and
sixty were females and seventy-seven were males, produc-
ing a rate of 42 percent for females and 33 percent for
males. 4

For hypothesis seven, ethnicity did not increase the

probability of a student persisting to graduation. 1In
testing hypothesis eight, family income was not statisti- )
cally related to persistence in the first and second
academic years, while it increased the probability of a
student persisting to graduation in the third and fourth
years. Students from higher family incomes persisted to
graduation at a higher rate than students from lower

family incomes.

Financial Aid variables

Before testing the hypothesis for financial aid vari-
ables, an overview of different financial aid packages

and amount of awards will help the reader to understand

further the interpretations of the hypothesis .
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Table 8 presents recipients by type of financial aid
ckage for a four academic year period. The financial

yfw”‘“mg\\ aid‘ ackage was divided into two types: single and com-
bined packages. The single padkage.consists of only one
type of financial assistance while the combined consists
of ﬁore than one type of financial assistance.

Over the four academic year period, the grant pack-
age, and loan plus grant were the most popular financial
aid packages (Grant, N = 574; Loan + Grant, N = 351),
wh@!i college work-study and Loan plus college work-study
(éﬁSP, N = 21; Loan + CWSP, N = 44) were the least popu-
1ar; In rank order of importance by number of awards,
grant (N=574) was the most popular financial aid package,
followed by Loan plus grant (N=351); Loan (249); and
Loan plus grant plus CWSP (N=178). The number of reci-
pients decreased very drastically from one academic year

to the other because by the second academic year, some

students have either been dismissed for poor scholarship,

have withdrawn from the university, or exhausted their
federal financial assistance eligibility, and by the third
year some graduated from the university.

Of the sample of six hundred and fifteen, five
hundred and sixty-three students actually received money,

while the remaining fifty-two students did not, for

reasons unknown (See Appendix A).




TABLE 8. Type of Financial Aid Package Awarded in a Four Acadmic Year Period

1974-75 , 1975-76 1976-77 '1977-78

Type of Aid . N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Loan 168 27.3 50 8.2 16 2.6 15 2.4

" CWSP 4 .7 8 1.3 3 .5 .6 1.0
Grant 218 35.4 - 150 24 .4 ‘ 120 19.5 86 14.0
Loan/Grant - 190 30.9 34 5.5 66 10.7 61 9.9
Loan/CWSP 21 © 3.4 11 1.8 2 .3 10 1.6 o
Grant/CWSP 4 : .7 17 2.8 18 2.9 7 1.1

Loan/Grant/CWSP 10 1.6 76 12.4 56 9.1 36 5.9
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Test of Hypotheses for Financial Aid Variables

-

Hypothesis 9:

There is no statistically significant difference in
retention for financial aid recipients receiving difﬁerent
aid packages.

The null hypothesis (HgS): A R2 (Financial Aid) =0)
was tested for four éifferent academic years through the
use éf multiple regréssion. In the first year, the R2
attributed to the independent variable, type of financial
aid package, was .02413 with an F cal of .495 and critical
F (6,120) at p < .05 of 2.17. Since F cal of .495 is
less than critical F of 2.17, hypothesis 9 failed to be
rejected. Statistical significance was not reached at
the .05 level in the first academic year. This meant that
the type of financial aid package received did not help
student persistence to the second academic year. The
‘variance -explained by the type of package was 2.4 percent.

In 1975-76 academic year, statistical significance
was attained at p < .05 with R® of .07396 (F cal = 3.381
and F (6,254) = 2.13). The null hypothesis was rejected
in the second yeér. The variance explained was 7.4 per-
cent, and the grant package explained the highest vari-
ance of 5.64 percent out of an overall variance of ‘7.4
percent. In explaining persistence to gréduation in the

second year, the grant package was the most important.

S
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| In the third year, the R% attributed to type of
financial aid package was .15797 with an F ratio of
6.348 and F table (6,203) at p < .05 of 2.14. Since F
ratio of 6.348 was greater than F table of 2.14, hypoth-
esis 9 was rejected. The overall variance explained by
all financial aid packages in persistence to graduation
was 15.80 percent. Of the overall variance explained,
the grant package accounted for 9.54 percent while 4.13
percent was the variance accouqted for by loan plus
grant package. In the third year, the grant package was
the most important financial aid type that helped students
to persist to graduation, followed by the loan plus grant
package.

2 attributed to

In the 1977-78 academic year, the R
type of financial aid package was .20323, yielding an F
ratio of 7.992 and F table (6,188) of 2.14. Statistical
significance was reached at the .05 level, with F ratio
of 7.992 greater than F table of 2.14, resulting in rejec-
tion of hypothesis 9 for the fourth year. Of the overall
variance of 20.32 percent, the grant package explained
11.69 percent, while 4.91 percent was accounted for by
the loan plus grant package.

In comparing the results of hypothesis 9, the null

was rejected for 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78 (See Table

9). In determining what type of financial aid package

Si
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best explained student persistence to graduation, the
grant package was the most important, followed by the
loan plus grant package. In the first academic year, the
type of financial aid package did not seem to make any
difference in student persistence. In the second, third
and fourth years, the grant explained the highest vari-
ance in persistence to graduation. The grant plus CWS
and loan plus grant packages were the second most impor-
tant in’'the second year, while in the third and fourth
years the loan plus grant package was the second most
important.

Hypothesis 10:

There is no statistically significant difference in
retention for financial aid recipients receiving vary::g

amounts of aid.

TABLE 9. Test of Hp9 for a Four Academic Year Period

Type of Aid R2 F cal F p*

1974-75 .02413 .495 2.17 .811
[ ]

1975-76 .07396 3.381 2.13 .003*

1976-77 15797 6.348 2.14 .001*

1977-78 .20323 7.992 2.14 .001*

*p Statistical Significance P < .05)

Q 8/3
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The hypothesis H(10): 4 RZ (Amount) = 0) was
tested through the use of a stepwise multiple regression
equé tion for four academic vears. The independent vari-
able was put into the regression model at the second step
in the first academic year. The independent variable
was put into the regression model at the second step in
the first academic year. The R? of amount was .01913
with an F cal of 2.752 and critical Fo(2,124) of 3.07.
With F cal of 2.752 less than F of 3.07, hypothesis 10
was not rejected. The variance explaired by amount in
persistence to graduation was 1.9 percent, suggesting that
the amount of award did nct enhance ithe probability of a
student persisting to the second vear.

In 1975-76 academic vear, amount of award was entered
into the regression eguaticn at the second step. The RZ
of amount was .12027 with an F cal of 39.097 and critical
r (2,258) of 3.03. With an F cal of 39.097 greater than
F table of 3.03, hyp>thesis 10 was rejected. Amcunt of
award reached statistical significance at the .05 level
by explaining 12.03 percent of variance in persistence to
graduation.

In the third year, amcunt of award was tested at the
first step in the regression equation. The R2 attributed
to amount was .12413 with an F ratic of 29.3591 and ¥

table (1,208) at p < .05 _f 3.89, iivpothesis 10 was
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rejected. The variance accounted for by amount of award
in persistence to graduation was 12.46 percent.

The amount of award in the fourth year was also
entered into the regression equation at the first step.
Statistical significance was reached at .05 level with
R® of .08893 with F ratio of 18.838 and F table (1,193)
of 3.89.

In comparing the results of hypothesis 10 for four
academx. years, statistical significance was attained at
the .05 level in the second, third and fourth years. 1In
the first year, the amount of money awarded did not
appear to help student persistence to graduation (See

Table 10).

TABLE 10. Test of Hgl0 for a Four Academic Year Period

Amount of award R2 F cal F p*

1974-75 .01913 2.752 3.07 .100
1975~76 .12027 39.097 3.03 .001*
1976-77 .12413 29.591 3.89 .001*
1977-78 .08893 19.838 3.89 .001*

*p Statistically Significant (p < .05)

Summary of the Test H59 and HglC

Hypothesis 9 and 10 were tested for a four year

academic veriod. Hypothesis 9 was tested through the use
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of a general multiple regression wﬁile hypothesis 10 was
tested through the use of a stepwise multiple regression.

Hypothesis 9 was not rejected in the 1974-75 academic
year, but was for the remaining three years. In
determining what financial aid package best helped
recipients to persist to graduation, the grant package
was the best, followed by the loan plus grant package.

In testing hypothesis 10 for the effect of the amount
of award on persistence to graduation,slatistical signif-
icance was not reached in the 1974-75 yvear. In the

second, third and fourth academic years, amount of award

did appear to help recipients to persist to graduation.

Regression Models

Regression models were developed by using the best
predictor variables of retention. It had been established
in the preceding analyses that undergraduate grade point
average, high school grade point average, family income,
type of financial aid package and amount of award were
statistically related to retention. The interaction of
these independent variables on the dependent variable
were determined through the development of regressicn
models for four academic year period. The models used
a five step multiple regression.

The following presents the variable(s) and explanation

at each step of the regression mcdels:

&3
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STEP 1 EXPLANATION

N

Ho: A R® (GPA74) =0 Undergraduate grade point
average in 1974-75 academic
year was statistically
related to retention.

STEP 2

Ho: A R? (GPA74 X AM74) = 0 Undergraduate grade point
average and amount of award
in 1974-75 were statistically
related to retention.

STEP 3

Ho: j R2 (GPA74 X AM74 X Undergraduate grade point
FAMINCM) = 0 average, amount of award
and family income in 1974-75
were statistically related
to retention.

STEP 4

Ho: A R2 (GPA74 X AM74 X Undergraduate grade point
FAMINCM X HSGPA) average, amount of award,
=0 family income and high school
grade point average in 1974-75
academic year were statisti-
cally related to retention.

STEP 5

b

Ho: 4 R (GPA74 X AM74 X Undergraduate grade point

FAMINCM X HSGPA average, amount of award,

X AIDS74) = 0 family income, high school
grade point average and type
of financial aid package
were statistically related

tO0 retention.

In the 1974-75 regression model, the overall RZ

accounted for by the independent variables was .16549,

yielding a variance of seventeen percent in persistence.

Of the seventeen percent accounted for by all the
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independent variables, undergraduate grade point average
explained twelve percent of variance in persistence,
amdunt of awardkexplained two percent, family income
explained two percent, high échool grade point average
accounted for one percent, while the type of financial
aid package only accounted for .2 percent (See Table 1l1l).

Of the independent variables in the model,‘the
undergraduate grade point average was the best predictor
of persistence followed by the amount of award and socio-
economic background. The type of financial aid package
did not make any difference in 1974-75 academic year.

From the results presented abcve, the best regression
model that best predicted persistence to the second

academic year was: EHo: A R2 (GPA74) = 0.

TABLE l1ll. Regression Equation for 1974-75 Academic Year

Variables Cumulative RZ AR2 p*
STEP 1, GPA74 .11870 .11870 .001%*
STEP 2, AM74 .13783 .01913 .001*
STEP 3, FAMINCM .15342 .01558 .001*
STEP 4, HSGPA .16358 .01017 .001*
Step 5, AIDS74 .16549 .001¢%c0 .00L*
*p Statistically Significant (p < ,05)
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STEP 1 EXPLANATION
Ho: A R? (GPA75) = 0 Undergraduate grade point

average in 1975-76 academic
year was statistically
related to retention.

STEP 2
Ho: A R2 (GPA75 X AIDS75) Undergraduate grade point
=0 average and type of financial
aid package in 1975-76
were statistically related
to retention.
STEP 3

Ho: A R2 (GPA75 X AIDS75 X Undergraduate grade point
AM75) = 0 average, type of financial
aid package and amount of
award in 1975-76 academic
year were statistically
related to retention.

- STEP 4

Ho: A R2 (GPA75 X AIDS75 X Undergraduate grade point
AM75 X FAMINCM) average, type of financial
=0 aid package, amount or aid

awarded, and family income
were statistically related
to retention.

STEP 5

Ho: 4 R2 (GPA75 X AIDS75 X Undergraduate grade point
FAMINCM X HSGPA) average, type of financial
=0 aid package, amount of award,

family income and high school
grade point average were
statistically related to
retention.
The R? attributed to all the independent variables
was .24991, yielding a total variance of twenty-five per-

cent accounted for in the dependent variable. Of the

total amount of variance explained by all the independent
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variables, undergraduate grade point average accounted
for eleven percent while the type of financial aid pack-
age accounted for nine percent. The socio-economic back-
ground accounted for 2.2 percent, amount of award
accounted for two percent, while high school grade point
average explained 1.11 percent (See Table 12).

The undergraduate grade point average was also the
most powerful predictor variable of persistence in the
second academic year, followed by the type of financial
aid package. For the second academic year, the best pre-
dictor regression equation of persistence was:

Ho: A R? (GPA75/AIDS75) = 0

TABLE 12. Regression Equation for 1975-76 Academic Year

Variables Cumulative R2 A R? p*

STEP 1, GPA75 .10938 .10938 .001*
STEP 2, AIDS75 .19806 .08868 .001*
STEP 3, AM75 .21639 .01833 .001*
STEP 4, FAMINCM .23855 .02216 .001%
STEP 5, HSGPA .24991 .01135 .001*

*p Statistically Significant (p < .05)
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STEP 1 s ) EXPLANATION

Ho: ao R2 (AIDS76)

i
o

Type of financial aid pack-
age in 1976-77 academic
year was statistically
related to retention.

STEP 2

Ho: A R2 (AIDS76 X GPA76) Type of financial aid
=0 ~package and undergraduate
grade point average in
1976-77 academic year
were statistically related
to retention.

STEP 3

Ho: A R? (AIDS76 X GPA76 Type of financial aid
X FAMINCM) = O package, undergraduate
grade point average and
‘family income in 1976-=77
were statistically related
to retention.

STEP 4

Ho: Ao R%® (AIDS76 X GPA76 Type of financial aid
X FAMINCM X HSGPA) package, undergraduate
= 0 grade point average,
family income and high
school grade point average
in 1976-77 were statisti-
cally related to retention.

STEP 5

[3V)

Ho: A R“ (AIDS76 X GPA76 Type of financial aid

X FAMINCM X HSGPA package, undergraduate

X AM76) = 0 , grade point average,
family income, high school
grade point average, and
amount of award were
statistically related

to retention.

The overall R2 of all the independent variables was

.33958, yielding a variance of thirty-four percent in

| ERIC Gy




78
retention. Of the total variance explained in persistence,
the type of financial aid package accounted for 19.3 per-
cent while undergraduate grade point average accounted
for twelve percent. Family income explained two percent;
high school grade point average, 1.2 percent; and amount
of award, .26 percent (See Table 13).

The type of financial aid package was the most power-
ful predictor variable of retention in the 1976-77 model.
The undergraduate grade point average which was the most
important predictor variable in 1974-75 and 1975-=76
academic years was dropped into the second place in
1956—77 academic year, though with a high explanatory
power of twelve percent. The amount of award examined
singularly was the poorest indicator variable of retention.
For the third academic year, the most powerful predictor
regression equation of retention was:

Ho: A R%? (AIDS76/GPA76) = 0

TABLE 13. Regression Equation for 1976-77 Academic Year

Variables Cumulative R AR2 p*
STEP 1, AIDS76  .19271 .19271 .001*
STEP 2, GPA76 .30837 .11566 .001*
STEP 3, FAMINCM .32511 ’ .01674 .001*
STEP 4, HSGPA .33702 .01191 .001*
STEP 5, AM76 .33958 .00257 .001*

*p Statistically Significant (p <.05)

( K}
N
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STEP 1 EXPLANATION |

Ho: A R? (AIDS77) = 0 Type of financial aid
package in 1977-78 academic
year was statistically
related to retention.

STEP 2
Ho: s R% (AIDS77 X GPA77) Type of financial aid
= 0 package and undergraduate
grade point average in
1977-78 were statisti-
cally related to retention.
STEP 3
Ho: A R® (AIDS77 X GPA77 Type of financial aid
X HSGPA) = 0 package, undergraduate
grade point average and
high school grade point
average were statistically
) related to retention.
STEP 4
Ho: s R® (AIDS77 X GPA77 Type of financial aid
X HSGPA X FAMINCM) package, undergraduate
=0 grade point average, high
school grade point average
and family income were
statistically related to
retention.
STEP 5
Ho: A R2 (AIDS77 X GPA77 Type of financial aid
X HSGPA X FAMINCM package, undergraduate
X aM77) = 0 grade point average, high

school grade point average,
family income and amount
of award were statisti-
cally related to retention.

The R? attributed to all the independent variables

was .29665 , yielding a variance of thirty percent in the

dependent variable. Of the total variance explained by

EBJ(; 3
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all the independent variables, the type of financial aid
package accounted for 16.5 percent, while undergraduate
grade point average accounted for ten percent. High
school grade point average, family income and amount of
award accounted for 3.22 percent (See Table 14). The
type of financial aid package and undergraduate grade
point average were the most powerful predictor variables
in the equation for 1977-78. The best predictor regres-

sion equation for 1977-78 was:
2

154

Ho: A X (AIDS77/GPA77) = 0

TABLE 14. Regression Equation for 1977-78 Academic Year

Variables Cumulative R? AR2 p*

STEP 1, AIDS77  .16460 .16460 .00L*
STEP 2, GPA77 .26603 .10143 .00L*
STEP 3, HSGPA .28422 .01819 .001*
STEP 4, FAMINCM .29341 .00919 .001*
STEP 5, AM77 .29665 .00324 .00L*

*p Statistically Significant (p < .05)

Summary

The most powerful predictor variables of retention
were used to develop regression equations for four
acedemic years. In the 1974-75 year, undergraduate grade

point average was the most important predictor variable

EBiq‘ 94
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by accounting for twelve percent of variance in retention.
Each of the other independent variables in:the equation
did not explain more than two percent of variance in
retention singularly. The best predictor regression
equation of retention in 1974-75 was:

Ho: A R% (GPA74) = 0

In the 1975-76 academic year, the undergraduate

grade point average was also the best predictor variable
of retention by explaining eleven percent of variance,
followed by the type of financial aid package which
explained nine percent of the variance in retention. The
other independent variables did not explain up to two
percent of variance individually. The best predictor
regression equation of retention in 1975-76 was:

Ho: A R® (GPA75/AIDS75) = 0 '

In the third year, 1976-77, the type of financial aid

package was the most powerful predictor variable of
retention, followed by undergraduate grade point average.
The type of financial aid package awarded explained 19.3
percent of the variance in retention, while undergraduate
grade point average explained twelve percent. The other
independent variables did not explain up to two percent
of variance in retention individually. The predictor
regression equation for 1976-~77 year was:

Ho: A R? (AIDS76/GPA76) = 0

Q 34
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In the 1977-f8 academic year, the type of financial
aid package was also the most powerful predictor vari-
able of retention, followed by the undergraduate grade
point average. The type of financial aid package
accounted for seventeen percent of variance in retention,
while undergraduate giade point average accounted for
ten percent. The other independent variables accounted
for less than two percent individually. The predictor
equation for 1977-78 was:

Ho: A R2 (AIDS77/GPA77) = 0 .

Undergraduate grade poiht average was the most power-
ful predictor variable in 1974-75 and 1975-76 academic
years, dropping to the second place in the &976-77 and
1977-78 acadenic years. The type of financial aic package
awarded did not make any difference in the first year. In
the second year, it was the second‘most powerful predictor
variable and in the third and fourth years it was the most
powerful predictor variable of retention.

The undergraduate grade point average was @ consistent
predictor variable of retention throughout the four years.

The type of financial aid package awarded was consistent

for the last three years of the four academic years.
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Rates of Attrition and Retention fo:ﬁg

Five Academic Year Period

Now that the ten hypotheses have been tested throuqn
the use of statistical technigues, a major question is:
How many of the recipients persisted to graduation?

Table 15 depicts the number and percentage of stu-
dents that graduated in 1976~77 through 1978-79 academic
years. By 1976-77 academic year, forty-seven (7.6 per-
cent) graduated; in the fourth year, 1977-78 year, one
hundred and forty (22.8 percent) persisted to graduation:
and in 1978-79, 8.1 percent of the recipients graduated.
Over a five year academic period, the retention rate wae
38.54 percent. At the end of the fifth academic year,
sixty-two recipients were still enrolled; fifty-two o
been dismissed for poor scholarship; one hundred andi
twenty had withdrawn from the university; whilz thos
who did not withdraw officially (stopcuts) nunt.«-
tp one hundred and forty-four. The rate of atty .

a five year academic period was 61l.46 percent (Hee
16).

The results of the analyses of th: nvpetie. . -

the_Eates of attrition and retention were disooo

t

this Chapter. Chapter VI presents the sommas-,

sions, implications, and recommendatioin:




P

84

TABLE 15. Retention for a Five Academic Year Period

Year of Graduation N Percent
1976~77 Y 7.6
1977-78,“ 140 22.8
1978-79 50 - 8,1

TOTAL 237 38.54

TABLE 16. Attrition over a Five Academic Year Period

Non-Graduates N Percent
Still enrolled after 1978-79 62 10.0
Dismissed 52 8.5
' Withdrew Officially 120 19.5
Withdrew Unofficially 144 23.4
TOTAL 378 6l.46

d7




CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

¥

In chapters oﬁe through five, fécus'has been placed
on the statement of the problem, significance of Lhe
problgm,Jréview of'felated‘literaxure,-cdnceptual frame~
work, research‘méthodoioéy, and presentation and analysis
of data. This chapter presénts the major findings of_the\
s£udy from the data, conclusions, and recommendations for

further research.

.

Summarz

1

' The purpose 6f this study was to examine the fedéral
financial aid‘recipienﬁs in 1974-75 freshman,glass at The
Florida State University, to determine if factors of type
of federi} financial aid package received, amount of
money'awafded, socio-economic status (family ianme),
ethniciﬁy (race), age, sex, and academic ability were
}relatgg to reténtion,

The.;tudy was designed to test the followiﬁg hypoth-
eseé: |
1. There is no statistically significant difference
. . 0

in retention for financial aid recipients with varying

ACT scores. -

85 ‘
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2. There is no statistically significant difference
"in retention- for finaﬁéial aid recipients with varying
SAT scores.

3. There is no statistically significan? difference
in retention for financial aid recipients with varying
high school GPA.

4. There is no statisticallydsignificant difference
in retention for financial aid recipients with varying
undergraduate GPA. | A

é. There is no statistically significant difference
in retention for financial aid recipients with different
ages.

6. There is no statistically significant diﬁference
in retention for financial aid recipients according
- to séx. '

7. There is no statisticaily significant difference
in ;etention‘for financial aid recipients with different
ethnicgities.,

8. There is no statistically significant difference
in reteﬁtion for financial aid recipients wiith different
socio~economic backgrounds.

9. There is no statistically significant difference
in retention for financial aid recipients receiving

different financial aid packages.
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10. There is no statistically significant differ-
enve in retention for financial aid recipients feceiving
varying amounts of aid.

‘Data were collected from students' permanent records
at The Florida State Universitya Data were gathered on
academic, demographic and financial aid variables for.six
hu;dred and fifteen students classified as federal finan-
cial aid recipients in the frsheman class oﬁ 1974-75
academic year., General multiple regression and stepwise
multiple regression were the basic statistical techniques
used in analyzing the collected data. Each hypothesis was
tested for a four academic year period (1374-75, 1975-76,
1976~77, and 1977-78). Data were analyzed at The Florida
State University Computer Center utilizing the Statistical
Packagevfor the Social Sciences (SPSS), through the use
of a Coﬁtrol‘Data Corporation Cyber 74 computer system.

From the analyses of c;llectéd data, the following
findings are worthy of note:

1. The high school GPA did not reach statistical
significance at the .05 level in the first academic year,
1974-75. It expiained 1.02 pefcent of Ehe variance in
persistence. Statistical significance was reached at the
second, third, and fourth years. In using Pearson's cor-

il

rlation coefficient; high school GPA was found to be

statistically related to undergraduate performance.
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2. The undergraduate GPA showed a consistent statis-
tical relationship té whether a student persisted to
graduation or not. Throughout the .four academic years, .,
the explanatory power of UGPA was relatively high in each
regression equation. Iﬁ 1974-75 the variance explained
in persistence to éraduation was 11.87 percent; 1975-76,
8.60 percemt; 1976-77, 12.41 percent; and 1977-78, 12.54
‘percént. The explanatory'power of UGPR was strongest in.
the third and fourth years. | -

3. The age of federal financial aid recipients
attained statistical sigpifican&e at .05 level 'only in
the second year out of the four academic yearé.e Re-
cipients were dividgd into three qategories: sixteen
to twenty-two, twenty-three to twenty-eight, and twenty-
nine and above.: Forty-tﬁree percént of recipients in
category one persisted to graduation; 26.32 percent of
those in category two graduated, and 28.57 percent of’
those in categofy thr?e gradﬁateé. However, the re;‘
cipients iw category one constitute 87.7 percent of
the sagple in this study.

4. The expland%oryApower of sex through a four

academic year period was, perhaps, the lowest in Qgis

study. The highest variance explained in persistence

10i *
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to graduation was .5 percent in 1976-77 academic year. Of
the two hundrqg and thirty-seven recipients who persisted
to graduation, one hundred and‘sixgy were females and
seventy-seven were males, producing 42.percent for
females and 33 percent for males.

45. The ethnicity 6f a student did not help persis-
tence tq graduation. Statistical significance at .05
level was not attained for any of the four academic years.

The R2

explained was 1.25 perzent for each academic year.

6. Family income was not statistically related to
persistence in 1974-75 and 1975-76 academic years, while
itaiﬁcreased‘the probability of a student persisting to
graduation in the third-and fourth years. 1In dividing
- family income into catigoFies, it could be seen that
recipients from higher family incomes persisted to gradu-
ation at a‘higher rate than recipients from lower family
income brackets:; '

7. In determining what type of financial aid pack-
age best explained stu&ggi persisﬁence to graduation, the
grant package was the most important followed by the
loan plus grant paékage.. In the first academijic year,

1974-75, the type of’financial aid package received did

not “reach statistical siénificanée at the .05 level. 1In

the second, third and fourth years, the grant package
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explained the highest variance in persistence-to gradua-
tion. The grant plus’ CWS pzskage;and loan plus graht
package were the second most important in the second
academic year, while in the third and fourth academic
years, the loan plus grant package was the second most
" important. Attrition rates for students receiving the.
loan plus CWS package ana the loan package were generally
higher than for recipients of other financial aid packages.
8. 'The amcunt of financial aid received by a student
did not attain statistical éign;ficance in the first
. year, 1974~75. In the second, third and fourth academic
years, the amount of financial aid received did increase
the probability of a student persisting to graduation.
The variance explained in retention in 1974-75 was 1.9
percent; 1975—76; 12.03 percent; 1976-77, 12.4 percent;
and 1977-78, 8.89 pércent; The explanatory power of the
amount of financial aid received was high for the lastq
three academic years, but highest for the second and
third years,
9.‘ The rate of retention over a three academic
year period was 7.6 percent; over four gcademic years,

30.41 percent; and over a five academic year period,

38.54 percent.
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Conclusions

The findings of the datﬁﬁanalyses seem to support
the following conclusions with régard to the effegts of
academic, demographic, and finénéial aid variables on
persistence to graduation or non-graduatipn.

High school grade point avegage was significant in
pfedicting persistence to graduation. Previous studies
by Morrisey (1971), Lenning and others (1980), Stoner
(1979), Perry (1981), Howell and others (1219), and
Bennett (1978) subport this ‘conclusion.

The undergraduate GPA was the most important aca-
demic variable in that it showed a consistent statistical
significant relation to student retention. This conclu-
sion parailels the findings of Astin (1575, 1977), Eaton
(1979), Lenning and others f1980), and Bennett (1978).

Recipients between the ages of sixteen and'twenty-
two persisted to graduation at a higher rate than students
who were twenty-three years of age and older. Zanoni
(1980) found that twenty-three year old students and
older had a higher dropout rate than younger students.

More females persisted to graduation than males.

Over a five year academic period, 67.5 percent of females

graduated, while 32.5 percent of males graduated. Stoner

(1979) and Thompson (1980) found that females tended to

51
graduate more frequently than men.

104
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The ethnicity of a student did not exﬁibit any
statistical significance in éersistence to graduation.
This finding is cénsistent with that of Pedrini and
Pedrini (1978), Kohen and others (1976, 1978), apd Selby
(1970, 1973). |

' S£udents from higher family income brackets persisted
to graduation more frequently than students from lower
income families. Similar results were reported by Astin
(1964) and Halstead (1974).

The grant package was the most important financial
aid type in explaining student persisténce to graduation.
The finding of this research sﬁpports the conclusioﬁ that
grant should be a major proportion of anv financial aid
type if retention is a major part of the institutions

(financial effice) policy. Blanchfield's (1971), and

Baker and Capli's (1970) findings support the'afore—

mentioned statement. The recipients of loan package

and loan plus CWS exhibit a higher attrition rate than
recipients of other financial aid packages. This finding
is contrary to Astin's (1975) assertion that a major
loan Suppéft and CWS was significantly’related to
student persistence, while Krieger (1980) agrees that
loan package’is negatively related to persistence to
graduation.

The amount of award received was statistically

.

related to retention. Krieger (1980), Silver (1978), and

FU5
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Lenning and others (1980) support this finding.

Implications’

If retention were a major emphasis of the financial
aid office, then, the findings of this studywoula indicate
which variables to examine before the allocatioq of federal
financial aid programs. But, in view‘of the fact that
-equal opportunity and access to higher education are the
real intent of the federal financial aid programs, soOme
of the findings of this study might not really help the
financial aid office now.

However, since retention is one of the major problems
confronting poétsecondary education today, the findings
of this study are of great'importance to institutions of

higher eduéation.
i

' Recommendations

Additional information‘pertinent to student retention
might be gained through furthgr research. It is, there-

-’

fore, recommended that a longitudinal study using the
same research meéhoéﬁlogy"be conducﬁed in one or more
count;ies classified as the states of the periphery, such
as Nigeria. ’

Since the enrollment of part-time students is increas-
'}ng'in‘institutions of higher education, a study that

"examines how- the needs of these students are met through

the execution of the basic goals of the federal financial

1006
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aid programs and how these impact on their ability to per-
sist to graduation is worthwhile.

Foreign students are a major blessing to the sur-
vivability of many American institutions of higher educa-
tion. It is of great importanchto examine what factors
contribute to the high persistence level that these
students exhibit and how these. can be improved upon.

A closer look at the effects of financial aid pack-
ages on student retention, especially combined financial
aid programs in a package is of great importance.

More research is needed to explain the relatioﬁship

between parents' educational background and student:

retention,
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Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum,

Maximum ACT Scores

ACT ]
N ) 35
Mean 20.343
Standard Deviation 5.583
Minimum 10.000

Maximum 31.000

Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum,

Maximum SAT Scores

SAT
N 187
Mean & 900.0060
Standard Deviation . 253.545
Minimum 2.000

Maximum . 1460.000
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Correlation between HSGPA and UGPA for a

Four Year Academic Period

GPA GPA
1974-75 1975-76
r p* N r p* N
HSGPA .4804 .001* 127 .4455 .001* 261
GPA GPA
1976=77 1977-78
r p* N r p* N
HSGPA «3757 .001* 210 .3549 .001%* 195
*p Statistically Significant (é' .05)
When Pearson's correlation coefficients were computed,
it was found that high school grade point average was

statistically significant throughout the four academic

‘'years indicating that high school grade point average was

a good predictor of undergraduate point average.
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<
, b
Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum,
Maximum High. School GPA
: . " ¥ HSGPA
N 348
Mean 2.928
Standard Deviation .536
Minimum 1.300 .
Maximum - 4.000
Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum, Maximum UGPA
For a Four Year Academic Period
Undergraduate Grade Point Average
1974~75 1975-76 1976=-77 .1977-78
N t 192 © 401 325 266
Standard Deviation .859 .597 .597 - .531
Minimum .202 .300 .181 .400
Maximum 4.000 4.000 4.000 4.000
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Correlatdion between Age and UndergraduateiGPS For a

-

’ Four Year Academic Period

‘x

GPA | . GPA )

- » 1974-175 }975-76
r p* N r p* N
AGE .0615  .207 178 ..0126 .403 385
GPA - GPA
1976-77 1977-78 °
r p* ©° N r- p* N
AGE -.0279  .311 314 -.0338 .295 257

*p Statistically Significant (p .05)

In using Pearson Correlation Coefficients to ascertain
the relationship between age and undergraduate grade point
éverage, it was found that age was not statistically-
relatéa to unde:graduate grade point average throughout

the four academic years.
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4 -

’Meaﬁ, Standard Deviation, Minimum, Maximum Age

-

AGE
N 563
Mean 19.409
Standard Deviation 3.804
Minimum 16.000

Maximum 74.000

Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum, Maximum Family Income

oW iad

FAMILY INCOME

N : 466

Mean . 8839.322
Scanéard Deviation , 4823.102
Mininum 280.000

Maximum 35000.00




Mean, ‘Standard Deviation,
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y
Minimum and Maximum Amount

of Aid (In Dollars) For a Four Academic Year Period

1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 197778
N " 563 327 272 204
Mean . 1074.00 1352.00 . 1599.00 1662.00

Standard Deviation 650.00 .

Minimum 38.00
Maximum 3355.00

Sum ‘ 604603.00

389.00 993.00 1056.00

159.00 85.00 70.00

6160.00 5817.00 5269.00

442009.00 434917.00 338959.00
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- Dwision of Academic Support The Flonda Stace University
Systems . . Talahassee, Flonda 32300
MEMORANDUHM

™ : Ed Marsk; —

9\
FROM: Paul R. Ellioct )g/_:’ i
RE : Financial Aid Siudy

DATE: April 30, 1982

& . -
: As per our discussion of April 29, I f2el it is appropriate that you
designate Mr. Odutola's study as one of importance and value to the
Institution and to the Office of Financial Aid.

T would like you to effect a signed  statement from Mr. Odutela indi-
cating his understanding and agreement that in all data and all published
or written materfals no individual student can be identified in any
manner (including social security number) ..

I trust he understands the importance of assuring this confidentiality
of student infermation.
~

PRE:jw

cc: Charles Ruberg
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Adeniji A. Odutola
P.O. Box 2024

Tally, Fla. 32304
5/11/82

Mr. E. Marsh

Financial Aid-Director
Florida State University
Tallahassee, Fla.

Dear Mr. Marsh:

I, Adeniji A. Odutola conducting a longitudinal study
on the effects of demographic, academic, and financial
aid factors on retention for the freshman class of 1974
at the Florida State University guarantee that data
will be presented in an aggregate form only. Thus,
each student is assured anonymity.

Thank you for your help and cooperation, I am

Sincerely,

Adeniji A. Odutola

cc: Dr. Paul R. Ellijott
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Adeniji A. Odutola
P.0O. Box 2024
Tallahassee, FL 32304

5/26/82

Mrs. Ilona Turrisi

Budget and Analysis

The Florida State University
Tallahassee, Fla.

Dear Mrs. Turrisi:

I was in a conference with Mrs. Betty Tilton today who
suggested that I write a letter identifying the
specificities of the data I need from your office.

My dissertation is a longitudinal study of the
effects of academic, demographic ahd financial aid
factors on retention for the freshman class of 1974
at The Florida State University. The Financial Aid
Office has been very generous to furnish me data on
demographic and financial aid factors.

I will be most grateful if your office can provide me
the following academic data: ACT scores, SAT scores,
GPA for each academic year from Fall 1974 to Spring
1978, cumulative undergraduate GPA, high school GPX&,
and year of graduation for the federal financial aid
recipients in the freshman class of 1974.

The aforementioned population has been identified."
Enclosed herewith, however, is the social security
numbers of the students in this population.

My appreciation for your help and cooperation, I am

Sincerely,




VITA
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Ade&iji A. Odutola, son of Mr. Gabriel Gbadebo
Odutecla and Mrs. Victoria (Oregbesan) Odutola was bérn in
Lagos, Nigeria, on June 30, 1954. He received his ele~
mentary and'hiéh school education in Lagos, Nigeria.

éeptember'1974, he started his undergraduate educa-
tion at the College of William and Mary. By 1977-78
academic year, he was one of the students elected to Who's
Who Amoﬁg Students in American~Universities and Colleges.
He concentrated in Fine Arts and minored in Anthropology.
Hg fihished the necessary requirements'fér thé Bachelor
of Arts degree in tHree and half years. He was one of
the students President and Mrs. Thomas Graves gave gradu-~
ation presents for effective leadership‘;f the organiza-~

tions they were presidents of, and for having represented

College of William and Mary well during their educational

-socialization process.

‘He entered Virginia State University in September,
1978. Summer 1979, he was awarded a Mastervof Education
degree in Industrial Education. September 1979, he
started a doctoral program in Higher Education at the

Florida State University. He was recommended for
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- membership in th Delta Kappa, an international honor

fraternity for educators. He wvas awarded the Doctor of

Philosophy degree in Higher Education in August, 1983.




